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Since zero-tolerance policies were put into effect, suspension rates have risen 
dramatically in the United States (Ayers et al., 2001). This fact is unsettling because research 
shows that suspension has a negative impact on both academic achievement and poor life 
outcomes (Rausch & Skiba, 2005). The goal of this quantitative study was to explore the 
predictive power of in-school and out-of-school suspension on academic achievement in Grades 
6–8 in New Jersey by controlling for student demographics and school climate variables. This 
study used hierarchical multiple regression to analyze the data and used a fixed effects model to 
control for the year. The analysis of the data determined if there is a significant relationship 
between suspension and academic achievement and whether a school’s suspension rate could 
predict a school’s scores on the PARCC examination. This study concluded that there is a 
significant and negative relationship between in-school suspension and academic achievement. 
The findings also revealed that there was not a significant relationship between out-of-school 
suspension and academic achievement, which contradicts the research.   
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 With new changes in society and evolutions in technology, public schools in the United 
States are struggling to provide the tools for students to be successful. Outcomes such as poor 
test scores, low graduation rates, and chronic absenteeism are plaguing school leaders, who are 
uncertain about how to address these concerns. In addition to this, the achievement gap only 
continues to widen, and certain groups of students are falling behind in college and career 
readiness. Research shows that students of color, special education students, boys, economically 
disadvantaged youths, and English language learners (ELLs) struggle more in school and are 
more likely to drop out of high school than their peers (Coleman et al., 1966; Duncan et al., 
2011; White et al., 2016). To further complicate the problem, these groups of students are also 
removed from school more often than others for disciplinary reasons (Ayers et al., 2001; Losen, 
2015; Raffaele Mendez, 2003; Sullivan et al., 2013). This large disparity in expulsion and 
suspension from school is known as the discipline gap. Research shows that the achievement gap 
and discipline gap are strongly connected with one another and that when the achievement gap 
widens, the discipline gap increases, too (Losen, 2015). Unfortunately, there is no quick or 
simple solution to this dilemma, but in order to combat this problem, it is important to analyze 
the root of the issue.  
 With zero-tolerance policies put into effect, suspension rates have risen dramatically, 
thereby widening the discipline gap in the United States even further. The phrase ―zero 
tolerance‖ means that a student should receive a suspension for certain behaviors or actions with 
no exceptions (Ayers et al., 2001). The origins of the zero-tolerance policies can be traced back 




zero-tolerance policies were first created as a ban for guns and weapons in schools. However, 
since then, the idea of zero tolerance has transformed into something much bigger (McAndrews, 
2001). School leaders have extended this concept to include other disciplinary infractions such as 
fighting, defiance/insubordination, disruptive behavior, etc. (Ashford, 2000; Ayers et al., 2001; 
McAndrews, 2001). As a result, suspension rates have risen dramatically, and many students are 
being suspended for innocuous offenses (Ayers et al., 2001). Ultimately, this has caused an 
increase in the discipline gap because African American youths, boys, economically 
disadvantaged students, and students with disabilities are suspended more often than any other 
subgroup (Sullivan et al., 2013).  
 In order to analyze the cause of this problem, it is important to look at these subgroups 
that are negatively impacted the most. Losen (2015) argued that this disparity in both academics 
and discipline for certain students could be because of the inequities in educational opportunity, 
along with a lack of racial and socioeconomic diversity in schools. These factors could affect a 
child’s perception of their school environment and could also impact how school leaders and 
teachers interact with students (Skiba et al., 2014). Studies have shown that when a student feels 
that a teacher or administrator is untrustworthy and unfair, then they are more likely to be defiant 
and insubordinate (Gregory & Weinstein, 2008). Further studies have shown that Black boys, in 
particular, were more likely to engage in aggressive attitudes towards peers and adults when they 
had a negative perception of teachers and school climate (Shirley & Cornell, 2012). To 
corroborate these findings, additional research has shown that a high number of suspensions in a 
school is associated with negative perceptions of school climate, especially for students of color 




For these disadvantaged youths, it is unclear whether suspension is causing poor 
academic achievement or vice versa. Some argue that students are more likely to misbehave and 
get suspended when they are trying to avoid the classroom due to not understanding the material 
(Jones & Jones, 2004). Others argue that being removed from class is causing students to miss 
educational material, thus causing a decrease in academic achievement (Raffaele Mendez, 2003; 
Rausch & Skiba, 2005). Although it is unclear as to which factor is causing the other, it is still 
important to note that there is a relationship between the two, and when the academic 
achievement gap widens, so does the disciplinary gap. As a result, students, especially African 
American boys, are falling behind in school, which is leading to poor life outcomes such as 
dropping out of high school, higher risk of unemployment, and increased risk of going to prison 
(Skiba et al., 2014). 
 Because both the academic and discipline gap keeps widening, school leaders are 
beginning to question the efficacy of using suspension as a disciplinary measure. Especially with 
federal legislation like Race to the Top (RTTT) and the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), 
school leaders are worried that schools’ suspension rates could negatively affect standardized 
assessment scores. With this new legislation, these scores are now impacting schools’ federal 
funding and are being used for performance evaluation for both teachers and school leaders.  
Statement of the Problem 
 In 2002, Congress issued NCLB, which reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA) from 1965. The purpose of this legislation was to create a set of universal 
standards and goals by fostering a standards-based education system. Following this, President 
Obama announced a new initiative known as RTTT in 2008, which was a federal grant offering 




adopting the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and standardized assessments, along with 
performance-based evaluations for both teachers and administrators. Due to these initiatives, 
standardized testing became a forefront issue for school leaders and teachers. Now both 
administrators and teachers are being evaluated based on these scores, and schools could risk 
losing federal funding if certain criteria are not met.  
 Additionally, suspension rates have risen dramatically in the United States after zero-
tolerance policies were put into effect. Losen and Martinez (2013) reported that in the early 
1970s, 1 in 12 students were suspended at least once, and this number increased to 1 in 9 
students during the 2009–2010 school year. In the 2011–2012 school year, the U.S. Department 
of Education Office for Civil Rights (2014) found that out of the 49 million students enrolled in 
school, 3.5 million were given out-of-school suspension (OSS), 1.55 million were given multiple 
days of OSS, and 130,000 were expelled. Another study looked at discipline data in Chicago and 
found that a school reported 81 suspensions, and this number increased to 1,000 three years after 
zero-tolerance policies were put into place (Ayers et al., 2001). With this increase in number of 
suspensions, the discipline gap has only grown due to the fact that suspension is being 
disproportionately applied to certain groups of students. This is also affecting student 
achievement on standardized tests, as these scores are dropping with the increase in suspensions 
(Raffaele Mendez, 2003; Noguera, 2003; Rausch & Skiba, 2004; Rausch & Skiba, 2005).  
 The fact that suspension rates are rising is unsettling because research shows that 
suspension has a negative impact on academic achievement (Raffaele Mendez, 2003; Rausch & 
Skiba, 2005). For instance, Rausch and Skiba (2005) found that higher rates of OSS and 
expulsion resulted in lower percentages of students passing a standardized assessment. A similar 




suspension rates have lower averages for passing rates on the Indiana State Test of Educational 
Progress (ISTEP). Clearly, the fact that more students are missing class due to suspensions is 
problematic because this is negatively affecting student performance on standardized 
assessments. School leaders and educators, in particular, are concerned because standardized test 
scores are dropping, which could affect federal funding, along with evaluation scores (Shavelson 
et al., 2010).  
Additionally, the impact of disproportionality in suspensions and expulsions is negatively 
influencing life outcomes for youths. Studies have revealed that in what is known as the school-
to-prison pipeline (STPP) construct, students who are removed from school more often due to 
suspension and expulsions are at a higher risk of getting arrested and going to prison and juvenile 
delinquent centers (Skiba et al., 2014). Sedlak and McPherson (2010) conducted a study looking 
at youths in juvenile detention facilities and found that 61% of adolescents in these facilities 
reported being suspended or expelled from school shortly before getting arrested. These students 
are also at a higher risk of dropping out of high school or failing to graduate on time (Balfanz et 
al., in press). Although there is no confirmed causality between the two, research shows that 
there is a correlation between disciplinary exclusion and poor life outcomes, such as dropping 
out of high school and being unemployed. Nevertheless, research has suggested that poverty and 
low academic achievement could be the reason for this relationship (Skiba et al., 2014).  
 Ultimately, school leaders and policymakers should assess the use of suspension as a 
disciplinary measure because studies have revealed that there is a relationship between 
disciplinary exclusion and poor academic achievement. As per NCLB and RTTT, schools that 
receive low achievement scores on their yearly report card could risk losing federal funding and 




expulsions influence poor life outcomes and put adolescents at a higher risk of going to prison 
(Balfanz et al., in press; Krezmien et al., 2006; Skiba et al., 2014). It appears that students of 
color, boys, economically disadvantaged youths, special education students, and ELLs are the 
most at-risk because suspension is disproportionately applied to these groups of students 
(Balfanz et al., in press; Losen, 2015; Shirley & Cornell, 2012; Sullivan et al., 2013). Because of 
this disproportionality, the academic and discipline gap continues to widen, resulting in 
inequitable educational opportunities.  
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to explore whether a school’s percentage of in-school 
suspension (ISS) and OSS could predict academic achievement in New Jersey public middle 
schools in Grades 6–8. Academic achievement was measured by the percentage of students 
scoring at Levels 4 (meets expectations) and 5 (exceeds expectations) on the 2017–2018 
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) assessment in both 
English language arts/literacy (ELA/L) and Mathematics. Academic achievement was inputted 
as the dependent variable, where in-school and out-of-school were used as the predictor 
variables. This study also controlled for student demographics and school climate factors.  
According to Pearson (2016), the PARCC assessment was a reliable tool to measure 
whether a student is on track for college and career readiness. As a result, policymakers, 
politicians, and the general public assume that high scores on standardized assessments, like the 
PARCC, can accurately show the quality of education for a particular school. This study sought 
to debunk this misconception, as previous studies showed that academic achievement could be 
predicted by demographic and school-environment factors (Maxwell et al., 2017; Raffaele 




school’s suspension rate could predict academic achievement, as no study like this had 
previously been conducted in New Jersey utilizing PARCC scores, demographic data, and school 
climate variables. By doing this, this study also evaluated the role that student demographics and 
school climate play in academic achievement and suspension. In particular, school climate was a 
variable of interest because this was something that school leaders and educators could work 
towards changing. School climate variables such as incidents of violence, vandalism, and 
bullying also revealed more about how schools are utilizing suspension.  
This study also focused on an entire state rather than a big city or the entire nation. 
Compared to other states, New Jersey outlines a more comprehensive plan for addressing school 
discipline and bullying. As Stuart-Cassel et al. (2011) explained, ―New Jersey, for example, has 
one of the most prescriptive laws regarding the conduct of investigations of bullying complaints, 
which lays out detailed administrative requirements for school personnel‖ (p. 38). New Jersey is 
also one of 10 states to enact legislation that prohibits OSS and expulsion in kindergarten to 
second grade. The state law, S 2081, requires schools to implement early prevention supports for 
these students (Rafa, 2018). Due to these legislations, the New Jersey Department of Education 
implements a more proactive approach to addressing suspension at an early age, and the 
Department of Education outlines a comprehensive plan for harassment, intimidation, and 
bullying (HIB). Compared to other research, this study focused solely on middle schools in New 
Jersey and sought to better understand the connection between the academic achievement and 
discipline gap, and if there are other factors that play a role in this relationship. Most of the 
previous literature focused on only OSS and analyzed bigger cities where the academic and 





Significance of the Study 
 Results yielded from this study may be used by policymakers, politicians, school leaders, 
and voters to evaluate the use of standardized assessments as a measure for teacher evaluation 
scores. As shown through previous studies, performance on standardized tests, like the PARCC, 
can be predicted by school variables and demographic factors. This means that students who 
belong to a certain subgroup (African Americans, boys, economically disadvantaged youths, 
special education students, and ELLs) are already at a disadvantage when taking high-stakes 
standardized assessments. In addition, schools that are in urban areas that have higher rates of 
chronic absenteeism and incidents of violence and bullying tend to have lower achievement 
scores. With that said, policymakers should assess whether these scores should be used to make 
important decisions about both students and teachers, when many variables contributing to the 
scores are beyond the students’ and teachers’ control.  
Additionally, school leaders in New Jersey can use the results from this study to analyze 
the impact of suspension as a disciplinary measure. Disciplinary policies are put into place to 
curb deviant behavior and could lead to positive changes in academics and school climate. 
However, it is still unclear if suspension is contributing to achieving this goal. According to most 
of the literature, higher suspension rates are correlated with lower academic achievement scores. 
Due to this, administrators should be cautious about how often they are utilizing exclusionary 
disciplinary practices in their schools. Administrators and educators should also consider who is 
getting suspended in their schools, as previous research has shown that suspension is 







This study seeks to better understand whether a school’s suspension rate could predict academic 
achievement by addressing four research questions:  
1.  Does in-school suspension predict academic achievement in mathematics in Grades 6–8 
in New Jersey?  
2.  Does in-school suspension predict academic achievement in language arts in Grades 6–8 
in New Jersey?  
3. Does out-of-school suspension predict academic achievement in mathematics in Grades 
6–8 in New Jersey?  
4. Does out-of-school suspension predict academic achievement in language arts in Grades 
6–8 in New Jersey?  
Null Hypothesis 
H01: There is no statistically significant relationship between a New Jersey middle 
school’s rate of in-school suspension and student academic achievement in mathematics, as 
evidenced by the 2017–2018 PARCC scores.  
H02: There is no statistically significant relationship between a New Jersey middle 
school’s rate of in-school suspension and student academic achievement in language arts, as 
evidenced by the 2017–2018 PARCC scores.  
H03: There is no statistically significant relationship between a New Jersey middle 
school’s rate of student out-of-school suspension and student academic achievement in 




H04: There is no statistically significant relationship between a New Jersey middle 
school’s rate of out-of-school suspension and student academic achievement in language arts, as 
evidenced by the 2017–2018 PARCC scores.  
Study Design - Methodology 
This study used a non-experimental, cross-sectional, and correlational design. It used 
multiple hierarchical regression to analyze the relationship between the predictive variables (ISS 
and OSS) as they relate to the dependent variables: academic achievement, as defined by 
meeting and exceeding expectations (scoring at Levels 4 and 5) on the PARCC assessment in 
both Mathematics and ELA/L. To control for the year, this study used a fixed effects model by 
examining two years: 2016–2017 and 2017–2018.  
After cleaning the data and inputting it into SPSS, hierarchical multiple regression 
models were used to better analyze the predictive power of suspension rates on academic 
achievement in New Jersey public middle schools. By using hierarchical multiple regression, the 
data revealed the difference in the R
2
 value when the predictor variable, suspension rate, was 
entered. This helped determine how well a school’s suspension rate can predict academic 
achievement when controlling for race; gender; socioeconomic status (SES); disability status; 
percentage of ELLs; urbanicity; chronic absenteeism; and incidents of violence, vandalism, 
weapons, substance abuse, and HIB.  
Unit of Analysis and Variables 
The dependent variables for this study were the New Jersey PARCC assessment scores in 
English language arts/literacy and New Jersey PARCC assessment scores in mathematics for 
Grades 6–8 in the 2016–2017 and 2017–2018 school years. The two predictive variables for this 




the percentage of students scoring at levels 4 and 5 on the PARCC assessment in mathematics, 
and the predictor variable was the percentage of ISS. In the second research question, the 
dependent variable was the percentage of students scoring at levels 4 and 5 on the PARCC 
assessment in ELA/L, and the predictor variable was the percentage of ISS. For the third 
research question, the dependent variable was the percentage of students scoring at levels 4 and 5 
on the PARCC assessment in mathematics, and the predictor variable was the percentage of 
OSS. In the fourth research question, the dependent variable was the percentage of students 
scoring at levels 4 and 5 on the PARCC assessment in ELA/L, and the predictor variable was the 
percentage of OSS. 
The other independent variables that were used in the study relate to school 
demographics and school climate factors. These variables were chosen because research has 
shown that they can influence student performance on standardized assessments, as well as a 
school’s rate of suspension. These variables were retrieved from the New Jersey School Report 
Card and the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, n.d.).  
Student Demographic Variables 
1. Percentage of racial/ethnic groups 
2. Percentage of male students 
3. Percentage of economically disadvantaged students 
4. Percentage of students with disabilities 
5. Percentage of English language learners (ELLs)  
School Climate Factors 
6. Urbanicity (city, rural, suburban large, suburban other) 




8. Percentage of violence 
9. Percentage of vandalism 
10. Percentage of weapons 
11. Percentage of substance abuse 
12. Percentage of harassment, intimidation, and bullying 
The New Jersey Department of Education School Report Card for the 2016–2017 and 
2017–2018 school years was used to compile the demographic data and most of the school 
climate factors for this study. The NCES was used to identify the classification of urbanicity.  
Definition of Terms 
Achievement Gap: The large disparities in academic achievement scores, high school graduation 
rates, and college completion due to race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and disability status 
(Losen, 2015).  
Discipline Gap: The large disparities in disciplinary exclusion and expulsion due to factors such 
as race, gender, and disability status (Losen, 2015).  
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA): An act that was created to provide federal 
funding to help close achievement gaps. It mandated that schools administer high-stakes 
standardized assessments and submit their results to receive federal funding (Gallagher, 2003; 
Thorndike & Lohman, 1990).  
English Language Learner (ELL): A term that is primarily used in the United States to describe a 
K–12 student who is ―an active learner of the English language who may benefit from various 
types of language support programs‖ (National Council of Teachers of English, 2008).  
Harassment, Intimidation, and Bullying (HIB) Legislation: New Jersey legislation defines HIB 




be a single incident or a series of incidents, that is reasonably perceived as being motivated either 
by any actual or perceived characteristic . . . and that substantially disrupts or interferes with the 
orderly operation of the school or the rights of other students‖ (The Anti-Bullying Bill of Rights 
Act, 2010).  
In-School Suspension (ISS): A disciplinary action when ―a student is removed from the 
classroom and compelled to stay in an ISS center for a variable length of time, ranging from part 
of a day to several days in a row‖ (Blomberg, 2004). 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB): An act issued under the George W. Bush administration that set 
rigorous standards and goals by promoting a standards-based education system. The act required 
schools to administer annual standardized tests in both mathematics and reading for all students 
(NCLB, 2002).  
Out-of-School Suspension (OSS): A disciplinary action that results in ―the removal of a student 
from the school environment for a period not to exceed ten days‖ (Mendez et al., 2002, p. 259). 
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC): ―a consortium of 
states that collaboratively developed a common set of assessments to measure student 
achievement of the Common Core State Standards and preparedness for college and careers‖ 
(State of New Jersey Department of Education, 2016).  
Race to the Top (RTTT): A $4.35 billion grant that rewards states for adopting educational 
standards and standardized assessments, along with performance-based evaluations for both 
teachers and administrators (Toscano, 2013). 
School Climate: The atmosphere of a school that is concerned with five domains: ―order, safety, 
and discipline; academic outcomes; social relationships; school facilities; and school 




School to Prison Pipeline (STPP): ―A construct used to describe policies and practices, especially 
with respect to school discipline, in the public schools and juvenile justice system that decrease 
the probability of school success for children and youth, and increase the probability of negative 
life outcomes, particularly through involvement in the juvenile justice system‖ (Skiba et al., 
2014). 
Urban: ―Continuously built-up area with a population of 50,000 or more. It comprises one or 
more places—central place(s)—and the adjacent densely settled surrounding area—urban 
fringe—consisting of other places and nonplace territory‖ (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).  
Zero Tolerance: A student should receive a suspension for certain behaviors or actions, with no 



















The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore whether a school’s suspension rate 
could predict academic achievement in New Jersey public middle schools when controlling for 
student demographics and school climate factors. When analyzing school suspension, this study 
factored in both ISS and OSS as independent variables. This study also explored student 
academic achievement by examining the New Jersey PARCC scores in the 2016–2017 and 
2017–2018 school years and analyzing their relationship to school suspension.  
The focus of this chapter is to review existing literature related to school suspension and 
academic achievement. In this chapter, the historical context behind U.S. standardized testing, 
along with the adoption of the zero-tolerance policy toward suspension will be reviewed. This 
chapter will also discuss research concerning student demographics (race, SES, gender, special 
education, and ELLs) and school climate factors (urbanicity; chronic absenteeism; and incidents 
of violence, vandalism, and HIB) in relation to both academic achievement and school 
suspension. Finally, the chapter will conclude with an overview of middle school in terms of 
both academics and suspensions because this is the sample population for the study.  
Ultimately, the purpose of this literature review is to discuss the impact of student 
suspension on academic achievement, as well as the effectiveness of using results from 
standardized tests to make important decisions at the school, state, and federal level.  
History of In-School and Out-of-School Suspension 
 As a way to stop and prevent bad behavior, schools have employed a variety of strategies 
and disciplinary tools; one of these strategies includes suspension or removal from the classroom 




code of conduct and the severity of the infraction. Most schools have three major consequences 
resulting in student removal from the classroom: expulsion, OSS, and ISS. An expulsion is a 
permanent removal from the school, whereas OSS can be defined as ―the removal of a student 
from the school environment for a period not to exceed ten days‖ (Mendez et al., 2002, p. 259). 
In contrast, ISS is when ―a student is removed from the classroom and compelled to stay in an 
ISS center for a variable length of time, ranging from part of a day to several days in a row‖ 
(Blomberg, 2004). Over the past 30 years, many schools have adopted a zero-tolerance policy for 
discipline, meaning that students should receive a suspension for certain behaviors or actions, 
with no exceptions (Ayers et al., 2001). Policymakers have since debated the efficacy of 
suspension as a disciplinary action because of this zero-tolerance mentality.  
 The origins of the zero-tolerance policy resulting in suspension can be traced back to the 
1990s. It began in 1993 when San Diego police department enacted zero-tolerance policies for 
guns in schools following an interview with Brenda Spencer, a notorious school shooter from 
1979 (Ashford, 2000). Then, Congress decided to legislate the Gun-Free Schools Act in 1994, 
which called upon states to enact zero-tolerance policies, and if they did not, they could risk 
receiving federal funds (McAndrews, 2001). A year later, the School Crime Victimization 
Survey revealed that 12% of students reported that they knew someone who brought a gun to 
school (Ashford, 2000). At this time, many felt that American public schools were no longer 
safe, and the events in Colorado in 1999 only magnified this perception. On April 20, 1999, 12 
students and one teacher were killed in the Columbine High School massacre. Following this 
shooting, zero-tolerance policies became common practice in public schools, and hysteria was at 




 The zero-tolerance legislation began as a ban on guns and weapons, but it has morphed 
into something much bigger. School administrators have extended this policy to other 
infractions: alcohol and drug use, fighting, defiance/insubordination, disruptive behavior, 
innocuous weapons, etc. (Ashford, 2000; Ayers et al., 2001; McAndrews, 2001). Since its 
inception, the number of suspensions has increased significantly. In Chicago in 1995–1996, a 
school reported 81 suspensions, and this number increased to 1,000 three years after zero-
tolerance policies were put into place (Ayers et al., 2001). Mendez et al. (2002) conducted a 
study looking at data from a school district in Florida, and they found that defiance and other 
nonviolent offenses resulted in the majority of their OSS cases. Skiba et al. (1997) corroborated 
these findings: when they looked at 17,045 disciplinary incidents, they found that almost one 
third of them led to OSS.  
According to research, the problem is that many students are getting suspended for 
seemingly innocent acts (Ayers et al., 2001). For instance, a 12-year-old brought a miniature 
Swiss Army knife to school to file his nails and was expelled for a year (McAndrews, 2001). 
Another student was expelled for bringing in a steak knife to peel an apple (Ayers et al., 2001). 
As a result of zero-tolerance policies, suspension rates in the United States have doubled and 
even tripled in certain areas. Data collected by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office for 
Civil Rights (CRDC) found that in 1974, 3.7% of students (1.7 million) were suspended and 
expelled from school. This number rose to 6.6% (over 3 million students) in 2009–2010 (Losen 
& Martinez, 2013). A similar study conducted by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office for 
Civil Rights (2018) found that in 2015–2016, out of the 50.6 million students enrolled in school, 




These numbers have increased significantly, which is problematic because research has 
shown that disciplinary exclusion influences poor life outcomes for adolescents. This conception 
is known as the STPP, and studies show that students who receive more suspensions in school 
are at a higher risk of dropping out of high school and going to prison and juvenile delinquent 
centers (Balfanz et al., in press; Krezmien et al., 2006; Skiba et al., 2014). Balfanz et al. (in 
press) conducted an eight-year longitudinal study looking at the antecedents, disproportionalities, 
and consequences of being suspended in ninth grade and found that a single suspension in ninth 
grade increased a student’s risk of dropping out of school from 16% to 32%. They found that 
students who get suspended twice increased this risk to 42%. For the single suspensions, this 
percentage was larger for certain subgroups of students: African American students (39%), 
free/reduced lunch students (34%), and special education students (31%). Another study 
analyzed a sample of over 500 males who were in a juvenile delinquent facility and found that 
more than four out of five prisoners were suspended at least once from school when they were 
younger (Krezmien et al., 2006). The STPP implies that there’s a causal relationship between 
suspension and going to prison or a juvenile delinquent facility. However, there is not enough 
research to say that one causes the other, but studies have shown that a relationship exists 
between the two variables (Skiba et al., 2014). 
With that said, many question whether schools have become safer since zero-tolerance 
policies were put into place. Ayers et al. (2001) would say no because they claimed that ―as 
schools become more militarized they become less safe, in large part because the first casualty is 
the central, critical relationship between teacher and student‖ (p. xii). With this inflation in 
suspensions and removals from school, many school leaders and policymakers now question the 




increasing the importance of academic achievement, a school’s suspension rate negatively 
impacting standardized assessment scores is a growing concern. 
The History of U.S. Standardized Assessments 
In the United States, the standardized assessments began with Horace Mann, the first 
state board of education secretary. He helped provide structure for American schools, and he 
knew a system was needed to test the masses of students as a way to compare and rank students, 
as well as schools (Jones et al., 2003; Madaus et al., 2009). As a result of this, the United States 
began to utilize standardized tests as the predominant measure for student achievement. 
Throughout the 20th century, standardized assessments continued to grow, as well as the number 
of students enrolled in American public high schools (Jones et al., 2003).  
Then, in 1957, the Soviets’ launch of Sputnik, along with pieces of literature and 
propaganda, fostered a negative concept about American public schools; many believed that the 
American school system was not adequately educating students compared to global counterparts 
(Tienken & Orlich, 2013). As a response to this public outcry, President Eisenhower signed the 
National Defense Education Act (NDEA), which increased funding for education and placed an 
emphasis on mathematics and technology. Over the next 50 years, Congress spawned a series of 
school reform attempts and legislation to ―improve‖ and ―catch up‖ the American education 
system, all because of this crisis mentality started by Russia’s launch of Sputnik (Tienken & 
Orlich, 2013).  
 In 1965, Congress issued the ESEA, which was signed by President Lyndon B. Johnson. 
The purpose of the act was to provide federal funding to help close achievement gaps. It also 
mandated schools to administer high-stakes standardized assessments and submit their results to 




ESEA, educational accountability became a forefront issue for many policymakers throughout 
the 1970s. Ultimately, schools were being blamed for poor results on standardized tests, and 
these scores were used as a barometer to determine the need for state funding (Gallagher, 2003).  
In 1983, the publication known as A Nation at Risk continued to fuel the fire by sending 
the message that American school systems were failing and in need of reform (Gallagher, 2003; 
Tienken & Orlich, 2013). The authors of A Nation at Risk urged school leaders to adopt more 
rigorous standards, and by 1989, 47 states expanded their statewide standardized testing plans. 
To further placate the concerns of American citizens, policymakers continued to push high-
stakes standardized testing, along with additional legislation. In the 1990s, government officials 
created a set of national educational goals through laws such as America 2000 and Goals 2000 
(Gallagher, 2003).  
In 2002, under the George W. Bush administration, Congress issued NCLB, which 
ultimately reauthorized the ESEA from 1965. The purpose of NCLB was to set rigorous 
standards and goals by promoting a standards-based education system. The act required schools 
to administer annual standardized tests in both mathematics and reading for all students. When 
discussing high-stakes standardized assessments, the act states, ―Tests can play several different 
roles. One is as a means of public accountability‖ (NCLB, 2002, p. 7). As a result, states were 
required to establish Adequate Year Progress Targets (AYPTs), and if a school did not meet 
these targets, then they were punished financially (Tienken & Orlich, 2013).  
In 2008, President Barack Obama announced a $4.35 billion grant, RTTT. States that 
were competing for this grant were rewarded for adopting educational standards and 
standardized assessments, along with performance-based evaluations for both teachers and 




March of 2010. Phase II of the RTTT grant expected states to adopt the CCSS as a new, 
additional requirement. As a result, 45 states and the District of Columbia adopted the CCSS in 
both mathematics and ELA/L, with only 12 states receiving money from the grant (Toscano, 
2013). Currently, RTTT still provides federal funding grant money for states that maintain the 
proper requirements. In 2012, New Jersey received $37,847,648 from RTTT grant funds due to 
educational reforms proposed by Governor Chris Christie. At the current time, standardized 
testing is still a federal law requirement for all states under the ESEA.  
In 2014–2015, New Jersey implemented a new standardized assessment known as the 
PARCC to replace the existing statewide assessment known as the New Jersey Assessment of 
Skills and Knowledge (NJ ASK). With that said, this study seeks to understand the predictive 
nature of suspension on academic achievement and will utilize results from the PARCC 
examination, a standardized assessment. The purpose and uses of standardized testing in U.S. 
schools have changed over time. Horace Mann created the concept of standardized assessments 
to measure student and school academic performance, and his goal was to provide an equitable 
education for all (Jones, 2003). However, results from standardized assessments throughout the 
years reveal an inequity in American public schools, and research shows that scores on 
standardized assessments can be predicted by a multitude of factors such as race, SES, and 
community factors (Noguera, 2003; Sirin, 2005; Tienken et al., 2016). This study seeks to further 
this research by examining the predictive nature of suspension on academic achievement when 
controlling for student demographics and school climate factors.  
Background of the PARCC Assessment 
As a result of the requirements under NCLB, states were mandated to administer a 




standardized test for students in Grades 3 through 11. Then, with the introduction of CCSS in 
2010, New Jersey, along with other states, sought to administer a test that would better monitor 
students’ mastery of the CCSS. In 2014–2015, New Jersey, being part of a consortium of 11 
states and the District of Columbia, adopted the PARCC nationwide assessment.  
The New Jersey Department of Education defines the PARCC as ―a consortium of states 
that collaboratively developed a common set of assessments to measure student achievement of 
the Common Core State Standards and preparedness for college and careers‖ (State of New 
Jersey Department of Education, 2016). The assessment was an electronic test that was created 
by Pearson Education and was meant to measure students’ knowledge of concepts and skills, 
aligned to the CCSS. According to the PARCC Technical Manual, the PARCC assessment was 
developed to help schools determine whether students are on track for college and career 
readiness (Pearson, 2016). The vision, according to Pearson, was to ―[ensure] that all students—
regardless of income, family background or geography—have equal access to a world‐class 
education that will prepare them for success after high school‖ (p. 7).  
The PARCC examination assessed students in both mathematics and ELA/L separately. 
After taking the test, students were given a scaled score (anywhere between 650 and 850), along 
with a performance level (anywhere between level 1 and 5):  
 Level 1: Did not yet meet expectations  
 Level 2: Partially met expectations  
 Level 3: Approached expectations  
 Level 4: Met expectations  




These performance levels were created by using threshold scores. The threshold scores derived 
from the initial raw score of points ranging from 650 (the lowest attainable score) to 850 (the 
highest attainable score). After the student raw scores were calculated for all participants, the 
framers used them to help create a normal distribution curve. This distribution helped them 
assign the cut scores for each performance level. For example, a 770 is considered a Level 2 cut 
score in ELA/L for a student in Grade 6, whereas a 700 is the cut score for a Grade 6 student in 
mathematics. Tables 1 and 2 provide the threshold cut score for ELA/L and mathematics in 
Grades 3–8.  
Table 1 shows the threshold scores for ELA/L on the PARCC assessment in 2016. 
According to the table, a student needs a scale score of 750 or higher to pass the exam. The level 

















Threshold Scores and Scaling Constants for ELA/L Grades 3 to 8 





Grade 3 ELA 






Level 3 Cut 28 -0.2867 726 
Level 4 Cut 40 0.4034 750 
Level 5 Cut 67 2.0652 810 
 
 
Grade 4 ELA 






Level 3 Cut 33 -0.5122 725 
Level 4 Cut 50 0.2965 750 
Level 5 Cut 76 1.6011 790 
 
 
Grade 5 ELA 






Level 3 Cut 28 -0.5285 726 
Level 4 Cut 44 0.3199 750 
Level 5 Cut 77 1.9854 799 
 
 
Grade 6 ELA 






Level 3 Cut 43 -0.4787 725 
Level 4 Cut 64 0.3757 750 
Level 5 Cut 98 1.7686 790 
 
 
Grade 7 ELA 






Level 3 Cut 40 -0.4375 725 
Level 4 Cut 60 0.3004 750 
Level 5 Cut 88 1.3373 785 
 
 
Grade 8 ELA 






Level 3 Cut 43 -0.4203 725 
Level 4 Cut 63 0.3134 750 
Level 5 Cut 96 1.5827 794 
Note. Raw score values are the cuts for a single form of the performance level setting. The Level 
3 cut scores were set to the midpoint between Level 2 and Level 4 cut scores on the scale score 
metric. From Final Technical Report for 2016 Administration, by Pearson, 2016, (p. 355). 
 
Table 2 shows the threshold scores for ELA/L on the PARCC assessment in 2016. 
According to the table, a student needs a scale score of 750 or higher to pass the exam. The level 









Threshold Scores and Scaling Constants for Mathematics Grades 3 to 8 
PARCC Assessment Threshold Cut Raw Score Theta Scale Score A B 
 
 
Grade 3 Mathematics 






Level 3 Cut 24 -0.4553 727 
Level 4 Cut 33 0.3296 750 
Level 5 Cut 56 1.5902 790 
 
 
Grade 4 Mathematics 






Level 3 Cut 26 -0.4305 727 
Level 4 Cut 37 0.4153 750 
Level 5 Cut 63 1.9791 796 
 
 
Grade 5 Mathematics 






Level 3 Cut 21 -0.417 725 
Level 4 Cut 34 0.4523 750 
Level 5 Cut 58 1.8156 790 
 
 
Grade 6 Mathematics 






Level 3 Cut 22 -0.3896 725 
Level 4 Cut 37 0.4747 750 
Level 5 Cut 63 1.8136 788 
 
 
Grade 7 Mathematics 






Level 3 Cut 15 -0.3733 725 
Level 4 Cut 26 0.5989 750 
Level 5 Cut 54 2.0131 786 
 
 
Grade 8 Mathematics 






Level 3 Cut 18 -0.0968 728 
Level 4 Cut 26 0.6481 750 
Level 5 Cut 55 2.177 801 
Note. Raw score values are the cuts for a single form of the performance level setting. The Level 
3 cut scores were set to the midpoint between Level 2 and Level 4 cut scores on the scale score 
metric. From Final Technical Report for 2016 Administration, by Pearson, 2016, (p. 356). 
 
In 2016–2017, a total of 97,373 sixth graders took the PARCC assessment in ELA, and 
53% met or exceeded expectations. In mathematics, a total of 98,292 sixth-grade students took 
the test, and 44% met or exceeded expectations. For Grade 7, a total of 98,926 students took the 
ELA/L section of the test, and 59% met or exceeded expectations. In mathematics, 95,955 
seventh-grade students took the exam, and 40% met or exceeded expectations. Finally, in Grade 
8, a total of 98,813 students took the ELA assessment and 59% met or exceeded expectations. 
Regarding the math assessment, a total of 63,709 eighth-grade students took the test, and 28% 




In 2017–2018, a total of 99,397 sixth graders took the PARCC assessment in ELA, and 
55% of students met or exceeded expectations. In mathematics for sixth grade, 100,113 students 
took the test, and 44% met or exceeded expectations. For Grade 7, a total of 99,258 students took 
the ELA section of the test, and 63% met or exceeded expectations. Out of the 94,796 seventh-
grade students who took the mathematics portion of the assessment, 43% met or exceeded 
expectations. In Grade 8, a total of 100,128 students took the ELA section of the exam, and 60% 
met or exceeded expectations. Lastly, in Grade 8 mathematics, 64,432 students took the test, and 
28% met or exceeded expectations. The number of students who took the mathematics exam 
dropped in Grades 7 and 8 because some schools offer algebra for advanced students in these 
grades. As a result, some seventh- and eighth-grade students took the algebra section of the test, 
which will not be included in this study because these results include high school students as 
algebra is typically a high school course (―PARCC Spring State Summary Report,‖ 2018).  
Although this study looked at PARCC data from the 2016–2017 and 2017–2018 school 
years, it is important to note that New Jersey decided to administer its own statewide exam 
known as the New Jersey State Learning Assessment (NJSLA) starting in the 2018–2019 school 
year. 
Suspension and Academic Achievement 
With suspension rates rising in the United States, school leaders and policymakers have 
questioned the effectiveness of suspension and its potential impact on a student’s education. 
Costenbader and Markson (1998) conducted a study in which they surveyed 620 middle school 
and high school students who received both ISS and OSS. They found that 69% thought that 
suspension was of little use, and 32% felt that they would be suspended again. In a study with 




They found that 25% of students receiving suspension committed more than five offenses, and 
75% of students receiving suspension committed more than one offense.  
Additionally, Shollenberger (2013) found that students who were suspended from school 
were  
less likely than their non-suspended peers to obtain a high school diploma and to obtain a 
bachelor’s degree by their late 20’s, and [were] more likely to be arrested, arrested 
multiple times, and sentenced to confinement in a correctional facility.  
Clearly, administrators and school leaders need to question their disciplinary practices because 
suspension was put into place to curtail future bad behaviors, but research is proving otherwise.  
Further research has shown that there is a negative correlation between school suspension 
rates and academic achievement. For instance, a study conducted by Rausch and Skiba (2004) 
looked at suspension rates and the percentage of students who passed the ISTEP in both 
mathematics and ELA/L. Their results found that schools that have a high percentage of 
suspension rates have lower averages for passing rates on the ISTEP test. Rausch and Skiba 
(2005) conducted a similar study looking at whether suspension rates could predict academic 
achievement when controlling for socio-demographic variables. They found that higher rates of 
OSS and expulsion could predict lower percentages of students passing a standardized 
assessment. Furthermore, Raffaele Mendez (2003) conducted a longitudinal study looking at 
factors such as suspension, demographics, past behavior, academics, self-perceptions, etc., and 
whether academic achievement could be predicted based on these variables. The study found that 
the number of suspensions that a student received in the sixth grade had an impact on their math 




Although the literature does show a negative and significant relationship between 
academic achievement and suspension, there is not enough research to support causality between 
the two variables. Jones and Jones (2004) hypothesized that students with low academic 
achievement tend to get more disciplinary referrals as a means to escape the classroom 
environment. On the other hand, Raffaele Mendez (2003) argued that ―students who are 
suspended from school (including those who are suspended repeatedly) do not receive assistance 
with academic, social, or emotional issues that contributed to the incident for which the student 
was suspended‖ (p. 25). Her study found that OSS does not address the cause of the student 
misbehavior and instead puts them in environments where they are not receiving the necessary 
academic and social-emotional supports. Losen (2015) hypothesized that the discipline gap and 
higher rates of suspension are caused by the inequities in educational opportunity, along with a 
lack of racial and socioeconomic diversity in schools. Ultimately, most of the research has found 
a significant and negative relationship between academic achievement and suspension rates, but 
it is unclear if one causes the other.  
Contrastingly, there is an alternate hypothesis that removing these students from school 
could positively affect the student learning environment. By removing disruptive and poorly 
behaved students, teachers are able to get through more content by limiting potential distractions 
(Ewing, 2000; Noguera, 1995). Suspension could also act as a deterrent for other students, so 
that they do not repeat offenses in the future (Ewing, 2000). Kuperminc et al. (2001) found that 
there is a positive relationship between students’ perception of school climate/emotional safety 
and student academic achievement. Therefore, research has shown that suspension and 





Ultimately, there is more research to support the concept that there is a negative 
correlation between suspension and academic achievement. When looking at this further, a 
multitude of studies have analyzed the relationship between suspension and academic 
achievement and suspension and race, but there is limited research about the relationship 
between suspension and school climate factors such as incidents of violence and bullying. This 
study sought to analyze the relationship between suspension and academic achievement when 
controlling for student demographics and school climate factors (urbanicity; chronic 
absenteeism; and incidents of violence, vandalism, and bullying). It is important to note that a 
study like this has not been conducted in the past, and the results of this study could highlight 
other contributing factors that affect both academic achievement and suspension.  
Suspension and Student Demographics 
Studies have shown that the use of suspensions as a disciplinary measure has been 
disproportionately applied to certain groups of students based on their demographics. Specific 
factors such as race, gender, poverty, special education, and ELL status play a key role in the 
number of office referrals and removals from school. This large disparity in disciplinary 
exclusion from school is known as the discipline gap (Losen, 2015). As suspension rates 
increase, the discipline gap continues to widen, causing more inequity in schools. Sullivan et al. 
(2013) conducted a study looking at an urban school district in Wisconsin and studied predictive 
school characteristics in relation to suspension. Their study found that African American 
students, boys, economically disadvantaged students, and students with disabilities were 
suspended more often than students in other subgroups. They specifically found that the ―risk of 




To add to these findings, further research found that minority students receive more 
disciplinary referrals than White students in the United States (Ayers et al., 2001; Costenbader & 
Markson, 1994; Gregory, 1997; Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin, 2010; Townsend, 2000). Shirley and 
Cornell (2012) studied 400 middle schools in Virginia and looked at students’ perception of 
climate in relation to suspension. Their study found that African American students were more 
likely to engage in aggressive attitudes towards peers, and they further found that African 
American students were five times more likely to get suspended than White students.  
In 1999, the Applied Research Center conducted a study known as Making the Grade: A 
Racial Justice Report Card. Their study showed that African American and Latinx students are 
more likely to get suspended than their peers in a range of cities across the United States (Ayers 
et al., 2001). 
According to Table 3, African American students in San Francisco are more than five 
times likely to be suspended than their White counterparts (56% compared to 11%). In Boston, 




























Austin, TX 18% 43% 2% 0% 0% 37% All Students 
 36% 45% 0% 0% 0% 18% Susp./Exp. 
Boston, MA 55% 23% 8% 0% 0% 13%  
 70% 19% 2% 1% 0% 9%  
Chicago, IL 53% 33% 3% 0% 0% 10%  
 63% 27% 1% 0% 0% 8%  
Columbia, SC 78% 0% 0% 0% 2% 20%  
 90% 0% 0% 0% 1% 9%  
Denver, CO 21% 50% 3% 1% 0% 24%  
 36% 45% 2% 1% 0% 16%  
Durham, NC 58% 4% 2% 0% 0% 36%  
 79% 2% 0% 0% 0% 18%  
Los Angeles, CA 14% 69% 7% 0% 0% 11%  
 30% 58% 3% 0% 0% 8%  
Miami-Dade County, FL 33% 53% 1% 0% 0% 12%  
 48% 43% 0% 0% 0% 8%  
Missoula, MT 0% 1% 2% 3% 0% 94%  
 NA NA NA NA NA NA  
Providence, RI 23% 46% 11% 1% 0% 21%  
 39% 45% 3% 0% 0% 13%  
Salem, OR 1% 10% 3% 1% 0% 84%  
 4% 22% 3% 2% 0% 69%  
San Francisco, CA 18% 24% 43% 1% 0% 14%  
 56% 19% 13% 1% 0% 11%  
Note. Reprinted from Zero tolerance: Resisting the drive for punishment in our schools (p. 166), 
by Ayers et al., 2001, The New Press.  
 
Suspensions have also been disproportionately applied to students with disabilities 
compared to students without disabilities. The U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil 
Rights (2014) conducted a study analyzing disciplinary data and found that during the 2011–
2012 school year, ―Students with disabilities [were] twice as likely to receive an out-of-school 
suspension as their non-disabled peers.‖ Sullivan et al. (2013) studied this further and found that 
the risk of suspension was highest among special education students who were classified as 
emotionally disturbed and as having other health impairments. To corroborate this research 




juvenile detention centers have a mental disorder and that about ―200,000 are seriously mentally 
ill‖ and have ―illnesses like ADHD, PTSD, [and] anxiety‖ (Ginsburg & Demeranville, 1999).  
 Achilles et al. (2007) conducted a study using the Special Education Elementary 
Longitudinal Study (SEELs), which tracked special education students from elementary through 
high school. They split students into three groups: emotional/behavioral disorders (EBD); other 
health impairment (OHI), which included students with ADHD; and learning disability (LD). 
Achilles et al. found that despite the protection under the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act, special education students were 10% more likely to be suspended than students without 
disabilities. More specifically, the results from their study also revealed that students with EBD 
and ADHD were more likely to be suspended than students with a learning disability. They 
further found that special education students who were economically disadvantaged were at a 
higher risk of suspension and expulsion from schools than students from high socioeconomic 
backgrounds.  
Studies show that SES also impacts school suspension rates. Nichols et al. (1999) studied 
suspension rates in 11 middle schools and six high schools in a region in the Midwest. For SES, 
they split students into three categories: students who received free lunch, students who received 
reduced lunch, and students who paid lunch in full. Their study found that ―students who paid 
full price for meals had a disciplinary incident rate of 134.04, those who paid a reduced price had 
a rate of 187.31, and those qualifying for free lunch had a rate of 327.76‖ (p. 49). Therefore, 
students who received free lunch received nearly three times as many disciplinary referrals. 
Skiba et al. (2011) further found that SES is a predictive factor for office referrals and removal 
from school. They analyzed office referrals from 364 elementary and middle schools in the 




for suspension. Specifically, they found that African American students from low socioeconomic 
backgrounds were 2.19 times more likely to be referred to the office than White students. Skiba 
et al. (2011) hypothesized that this could be due to the fact that there is unfortunately a high 
connection between race and SES in American society. However, it is unclear as to whether the 
one factor is affecting suspension rates more than the other.  
Research has shown that gender appears to be another risk factor for suspension for boys 
more than girls. Raffaele Mendez and Knoff (2003) studied patterns of suspension in a large 
county school district in Florida looking at multiple elementary, middle, and high schools. 
Regarding gender and suspension, they found that ―among White and Hispanic students, males 
were more than twice as likely as females to experience a suspension. Among Black students, 
males were twice as likely as females to experience a suspension‖ (p. 37). Pas et al. (2010) 
looked at teacher efficacy and student problem behaviors, and they also found that boys were 
―two to three times as likely to receive discipline referrals‖ than female students. Research has 
consistently found that African American boys, in particular, tend to get suspended more often 
than any other subgroup (Ayers et al., 2001; Sullivan et al., 2013)  
With regard to disciplinary actions, research has shown that suspension has been 
disproportionately applied to students who are classified as ELLs. Burke (2015) found that in 
2011–2012, ELLs were suspended ―at a higher rate in middle school (18.4 percent versus 10.4 
percent) and high school (13.8 percent versus 7.6 percent)‖ (p. 3). However, there was not a 
difference between the two groups at the elementary school level. Burke further found that the 
most common reason that ELLs were suspended was because they were either insubordinate or 
disruptive. According to Fry (2007), most ELLs in the United States are Hispanic, and ―over 




Spanish at home‖ (p. 3). Ayers et al. (2001) found that Hispanics were twice as likely to get 
suspended in communities with a higher influx of recent immigrants.  
It is unclear as to what is causing the disproportionality in suspension and office referrals 
amongst certain subgroups. Losen (2015) argued that the inequities in opportunity, along with a 
school’s lack of racial and socioeconomic diversity, could affect the school climate and culture. 
These factors could affect a student’s perception of their school environment and could also 
impact the interactions between students and staff, along with interactions between students and 
their peers (Skiba et al., 2014). Gregory et al. (2010) looked at the relationship between 
suspension rates and school practices and found that schools that provided the lowest levels of 
academic support and expectations had the highest suspension rates, and the largest discipline 
gap between Black and White students. Black students also had a negative perception of school 
climate and felt that there was more racism and racial inequity at school. Studies have shown that 
there is a relationship between negative perceptions about school climate and higher rates of 
suspensions and referrals (Kupchik & Ellis, 2008; Mattison & Aber, 2007; Watkins & Aber, 
2009). Further studies have shown that when a student feels that a teacher or administrator is 
untrustworthy and unfair, then they are more likely to be defiant and insubordinate (Gregory & 
Weinstein, 2008). 
To sum up these findings, the U.S. Department of Education analyzed suspension data in 
the 2015–2016 school year. Their findings show that males received more suspension than 
females, and that African American boys received the highest number of suspensions 
(accounting for 25% of males) than any other subgroup. African American females also 




1 exemplifies these findings and highlights the fact that suspension is disproportionately applied 
to certain students.  
Figure 1 
Percentage Distribution of Students Receiving Suspension by Race and Sex 
 
Note. Reprinted from 2015-2016 civil rights data collection school climate and safety, U.S. 
Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights 2018. 
 
The Discipline Gap: A Closer Look at the Behavioral Data 
Due to the inequity with regard to school discipline, it is important to understand why 
students are receiving suspension and if there are any similarities and differences in application 
of suspension between students of different races and backgrounds. Although zero-tolerance 
policies were put into place to curb violence, research shows that the most common discipline 




al. 2002; Skiba et al., 1997). Rosen (1997) further found that the three most common reasons for 
OSS were defiance, skipping detention, and disruptive behavior. 
Raffaele Mendez and Knoff (2003) conducted a study analyzing the pattern of school 
suspension in a large school district in Florida and looked at data by student demographics and 
infraction type. Their study found that Black students received the most suspensions compared to 
students of any other race, and the three most common infractions resulting in suspension were 
insubordination (20%), disruptive behavior (13%), and fighting (13%). Black males made up of 
12% of the population, yet this subgroup had the highest number of suspensions and ―made up 
one third or more of the total suspensions for disruptive behavior, fighting, inappropriate 
behavior, battery, threat/intimidation, left class or campus without permission, and sexual 
harassment‖ (p. 40). In contrast, White males had the highest suspensions for possession of a 
substance (tobacco, alcohol, narcotics, etc.) and possession of a weapon/firearm. Both Black 
males and White males had the highest number of suspensions for sexual harassment and 
weapon possession, with Black males comprising of 48% of the suspensions for sexual 
harassment.  
Ayers et al. (2001) further found that Black students received significantly more office 
referrals than White students, which could be the reason the suspension rates are higher for these 
students. It is unclear as to why Black and minority students receive more disciplinary referrals, 
but Gregory and Weinstein (2008) hypothesized a reason for this phenomenon in their research. 
They conducted two studies. The first study looked at a high school’s annual discipline data. The 
study found that Black students comprised 30% of the sample population, yet they received 58% 
of discipline referrals. In their second study, they chose a subsample of Black students; through 




being insubordinate and defiant. When they interviewed these students about this, most reported 
that they acted in this way when they felt teachers were untrustworthy and unfair. To corroborate 
this research, Losen (2015) argued that the discipline gap with minority students is caused by the 
inequities in educational opportunity, along with a lack of racial and socioeconomic diversity in 
schools. Research further shows that a lack of diversity and cultural awareness could affect a 
child’s perception of their school environment and could also impact how school leaders and 
teachers interact with students (Skiba et al., 2014).  
According to Blomberg (2004), suspension tends to be a reaction to misbehavior, and 
many school leaders fail to investigate the cause of this behavior. Research has shown that 
schools often suspend students to appease teachers and to offer relief without fully addressing the 
cause or underlying issues related to the student’s misbehavior (Bock et al., 1998). As a result, 
many students tend to receive multiple suspensions throughout their educational career and have 
reported that they feel suspension is useless and ineffective (Costenbader & Markson, 1998). 
From an ecological perspective, it is important to note that students who are at an 
increased risk of getting suspended typically have difficult home lives and come from low 
socioeconomic backgrounds. Therefore, research has shown that suspension causes high-risk 
students to be left in unsupervised homes and dangerous settings, which often increases the 
problem and widens the academic and discipline gap (Skiba & Peterson, 1999).  
Academic Achievement and Student Demographics 
According to the NCES, minority students, on average, tend to score lower than their 
White peers on standardized test scores (Snyder & Hoffman, 2001). Specifically, Noguera 
(2003) argued that there is a growing achievement gap between Black males and their 




analyzed data from the New Jersey Department of Education report cards and found that at the 
middle school level, ―schools with a higher percentage of Black students are predicted to have a 
lower percentage of students who tested at the proficient or advanced proficient level on 
average‖ (p. 16). Their study also found that this number was even higher for Black students in 
schools with a higher percentage of low-SES students. Tienken et al. (2016) corroborated these 
findings and argued that students’ standardized test scores can be predicted by family and 
community demographic data. This study found that factors such as single-family homes, free 
and reduced lunch percentages, percentage of people in a community in poverty, as well as other 
demographic factors play a role in student achievement on state-mandated tests.  
Coleman et al. (1966) published a well-known study titled The Equality of Educational 
Opportunity, also known as the Coleman Report, which analyzed the relationship between SES 
and student achievement. The Coleman Report found that there is a strong correlation between a 
child’s SES and their academic achievement, and this relationship is even stronger for minority 
students compared to White students. The study found that 20% of achievement for Black 
students is associated with the school that they attend, compared to 10% for White students. Sirin 
(2005) found that a parent’s SES has a strong impact on student achievement, in a study using a 
variety of student achievement measures: GPA, standardized test scores, single-subject 
achievement measures, etc. Additional studies also found that there is a strong relationship 
between family income and student achievement (Duncan et al., 2011; Miller et al., 2013; 
Morrissey et al., 2013; Reardon, 2013). 
Chen and Zhang (2013) analyzed tests from an international study, which revealed that 
girls excelled in verbal tests compared to boys, whereas boys scored better in mathematics and 




comprehension and science on a standardized test (Dar et al., 1998. However, despite the 
differences on standardized tests, Chen and Zhang argued that girls still get better grades in 
school than boys. Buchmann et al. (2008) found that boys tend to score higher in mathematics on 
the SATs, whereas girls perform better on the reading and writing sections. Regardless of these 
test scores, Buchmann et al. also found that girls still tend to have higher grades than boys even 
in subjects like mathematics and science.  
Due to federal legislation mandated by Goals 2000, all students, including students with 
disabilities, must take state-mandated standardized assessments (The History of Goals 2000, 
n.d.). Although there is legislation, such as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, that 
ensures these students receive proper accommodations for testing, many still contest whether 
there is equity behind this decision. Furthermore, many question whether these differences in 
ability level are taken into account when analyzing schools’ test scores as a whole. Gronna et al. 
(1998) conducted a study in Hawaii on the Stanford 8 test, and their results found that ―all 
student groups with disabilities scored lower means than the national normative group.‖ A 
similar study conducted by Scott (1990) found that students with disabilities scored significantly 
lower than students without disabilities on state-mandated tests. 
Studies reveal that students who are ELLs consistently score lower in both reading and 
mathematics on state-mandated tests than native English-speaking students (Fry, 2007, 2008; 
NCPPHE, 2005). Fry (2007) found that this academic achievement gap increases with age. The 
results from his study found that ―in fourth grade math, ELL students were 35 points behind 
white fourth graders. In grade 8, ELL students were 50 points behind white eighth graders‖ (p. 




students, and found that this gap continues to increase, and the cause may vary based on a variety 
of factors such as parental involvement and other school-related resources (Grubb, 2008).  
With that said, research has revealed that there is a relationship between student 
demographics and academic achievement. Studies have shown that factors such as race, SES, 
gender, etc., can affect a student’s GPA and standardized test results.  
Suspension and School Climate 
To this day, there is no concrete definition to describe school climate, and there is a lack 
of consensus about how to properly measure a school’s climate (Wang & Degol, 2015). 
However, a composite of the literature agrees that there is multidimensionality when defining 
this term and there are five common domains: ―order, safety, and discipline; academic outcomes; 
social relationships; school facilities; and school connectedness‖ (Zullig et al., 2010). For this 
purpose of this study, school climate was defined by a school’s order, safety, and discipline, as 
well as academic outcomes. This study specifically looked at school climate factors such as 
urbanicity; chronic absenteeism; and percentage of violence, vandalism, and HIB because 
research shows that these factors play an important role in disciplinary practices.  
In terms of urbanicity, schools can be classified as being urban, suburban, or rural based 
on their location and size. According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2010), an urban area is a built-
up area that has 50,000 or more people. According to the research, a school’s classification could 
play an important role in student discipline and suspension rates. Lippman et al. (1996) studied 
data from several national surveys looking at urban students versus suburban and rural and found 
that  
Urban 8th-grade teachers were almost twice as likely as rural teachers to report that they 




with 13 percent). Sixteen percent of suburban teachers reported spending this much 
classroom time on these tasks. (p. 116)  
To corroborate these findings, Noltemeyer and Mcloughlin (2010) conducted a study looking at 
school typologies in relation to exclusionary discipline, and their study found that urban schools 
consistently had the highest number of exclusionary discipline actions, whereas rural schools had 
the smallest number of suspensions compared to both urban and suburban districts.  
 Additionally, there is a relationship between a school’s percentage of chronic 
absenteeism and the number of suspensions and expulsions. New Jersey’s ESSA State Plan 
defines chronic absenteeism as ―students who are not present for 10 percent or more of the days 
that they were in membership at a school.‖ According to the John W. Gardner Center for Youth 
and Their Communities (2012), suspension was found to be one of the causes of chronic 
absenteeism because students who are chronically absent tend to engage in negative behaviors in 
school, resulting in suspension. Further research has shown that there is a relationship between 
the two variables. For instance, Sanchez (2012) found that at the high school level, higher 
suspension rates were significantly related to a school’s percentage of chronic absenteeism. 
Teasley (2004) found that absenteeism is more of a problem in inner-city, urban school districts, 
where there was a ―lack of ethnic minority cultural courses and the breakdown of school 
discipline‖ (p. 121). The research further found that these are the schools that tend to have higher 
rates of both suspension and disciplinary referrals (Teasley, 2004).  
 Research has also shown that school climate factors like incidents of violence, vandalism, 
and bullying play an important role in school disciplinary data. Over the past 30 years, schools 
have adopted a zero-tolerance policy to deter students from committing major offenses like 




this rationale, research has shown that minor infractions are the most common reason for a 
student to get suspended (Skiba et al., 1997). In fact, the three most common infractions that 
cause a student to get suspended include ―defiance of school authority, not reporting to after 
school detention or Saturday school, and class disruption‖ (Raffaele Mendez & Knoff, 2003, p. 
32). However, data have also shown that there is a correlation between these more egregious 
offenses, such as violence and vandalism, and suspensions. For instance, the New Jersey 
Commissioner’s Annual Report from 2016–2017 analyzed suspensions that were 10 days or 
longer and found that ―weapons and substance offense incidents were the most likely to result in 
extended out-of-school suspensions, with 36 percent of incidents involving a weapon and 23 
percent of incidents involving substance use, possession‖ (State of New Jersey Department of 
Education, 2017, p. 13). Further research has suggested that bullying could lead to problem 
behaviors in school for adolescents. Wong et al. (2003) found that students who reported being 
bullied in school were more likely to engage in misconduct like skipping class, cheating on tests, 
and getting kicked out of class. To corroborate these findings, Brody et al. (2006) found that 
students who reported racial/ethnic bullying were more likely to engage in negative behaviors 
such as lying and vandalism.  
 Clearly, school climate factors play an important role on school discipline and suspension 
data. Additionally, it is important to note that there has been an increase in suspension rates in 
the last few years due to the recent vaping and e-cigarette epidemic. The Center for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC) found that the number of high school and middle school students 
using e-cigarettes and vaping products tripled from 2013 to 2014 alone (―E-cigarette Use 
Triples,‖ 2015). This number has only continued to increase. As a result of this epidemic, 




Academic Achievement and School Climate 
Research shows that a school’s classification as urban or not urban impacts academic 
achievement, as well as suspension rates. According to data from 2015–2016, urban schools 
enroll 30.2% of all public school students in the United States (Riser-Kositsky, 2019). Urban 
areas have a higher number of minority students, as well as a higher number of children from 
low socioeconomic backgrounds (Ravitch, 1998). Due to this strong connection, multiple studies 
controlled for both poverty and race and still found that students from urban schools scored 
lower than students from non-urban schools on standardized tests. Their findings highlighted the 
fact that the urban environment impacted test scores for some reason or another. Ravitch (1998) 
looked at tests given by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and found that  
63 percent of 4th grade students in nonurban schools across the nation reach the basic 
level in reading as compared to 43 percent of students in urban schools. In high-poverty 
schools in urban districts, only 23 percent of 4th graders meet that minimal standard.  
To add to these findings, Lippman et al. (1996) analyzed data from two longitudinal surveys that 
looked at student scores from national assessments. Their study found, ―Urban 8th graders 
scored lower on achievement tests than suburban or rural 8th graders, even when the higher 
poverty concentration of urban public schools was taken into account‖ (p. 24). Ravitch (2018) 
hypothesized that these findings could be due to community factors that are common in urban 
areas, such as ―poor health, inadequate housing, high crime rates, single-parent families, [and] 
substance abuse.‖  
Studies have shown that in addition to urban environments, chronic absenteeism 
negatively impacts academic achievement. Garcia and Weiss (2018) analyzed the NAEP data 




standardized testing. They found that students who missed three to four days during the month 
before testing scored significantly lower than their peers in both mathematics and ELA/L. They 
also found that Hispanic students who missed more than 10 days throughout the year scored 
much lower than their peers with a standard deviation of .74. Romero and Lee (2007) analyzed 
the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study and found that students who missed ―10% or more of 
the school year scored five points less than did those who were absent up to 3% of the school 
year in kindergarten‖ (p. 3). Their study further discovered that students who were chronically 
absent at an earlier age were much more likely to be chronically absent in older grades. 
Additional research shows that chronic absenteeism also affects student grade point averages 
(GPAs) and test scores. Allensworth and Easton (2008) found that ninth-grade GPA and failures 
could be predicted by the percentage of days that students were absent during their eighth-grade 
school year.  
Strom et al. (2013) conducted a study analyzing violence and bullying and its relationship 
to academic achievement. The results of their study found that ―violence and sexual abuse were 
significantly associated with lower grades‖ (p. 246). Furthermore, they found that schools with 
higher reports of bullying had lower academic grades, and this finding was true for both students 
who were bullied and those who were non-bullied. This could suggest that a higher number of 
bullying cases may negatively impact the school climate and learning environment. Tygart 
(1987) looked at vandalism in Grades 7 through 12 and found that reports of vandalism were 
highest in Grade 7. The study also looked at student tracking in relation to vandalism and found 
that there was a poor correlation between the two, and currently, there is little to no research 
about the relationship between vandalism and student academic achievement. With regard to 




negatively related to GPA, but caffeine use was not‖ (p. 509). A similar study conducted by 
Carlson and Davis (1988) yielded similar results with drug use and student GPA. There is little 
to no current literature about the relationship between substance abuse and academic 
achievement at the middle school level, and this may be because it has become an issue more 
recently with the introduction of the e-cigarette (Bunnell et al., 2014).  
A Closer Look at Middle School  
It is well known that the middle school years are difficult for many adolescents and teens. 
Many youths at this time begin to go through puberty and experience both physical and 
psychological changes. As they are going through this transition period, middle school students 
are also faced with stress-inducing stimuli, as well as behavioral pressures from peers (Powers & 
Wagner, 1984). A middle school student’s sense of morality becomes more complex and fuzzier, 
and research shows ―that middle school is a crucial developmental period for these moral 
instincts to take root and grow‖ (Zakrzewski, 2012). These adolescents now begin to question the 
rules and authority, and they become less inclined to follow societal norms (Neiman, 2011; 
Zakrzewski, 2012). Powers and Wagner (1984) found that youth behavior becomes more intense 
in middle school, as these are the years that students are more likely to start misbehaving. 
Neiman (2011) conducted a study looking at rates of violence and bullying during the 2019–
2010 school year. The study found that per every 1,000 students, the rate was higher in middle 
school with 40 incidents versus 21 incidents in high school. The study also highlighted the fact 
that ―a higher percentage of middle schools reported that student bullying occurred at school 
daily or at least once a week (39%) than did high schools or primary schools (20% each). It is 




argued that it could be due to the fact that adolescents are trying to navigate between right and 
wrong, mixed with societal pressures from peers. 
Due to this intense change in behavior, research shows the suspension rates are highest at 
the middle school level compared to both elementary and high school data. Wheelock and 
Dorman (1988) found that suspension is the most common form of discipline used in middle 
school, and there are not many alternative intervention options for these students. A study 
conducted by the 2017 Brown Center Report found that middle schools in the United States have 
the highest number of suspension rates compared to high schools and elementary schools. 
Raffaele Mendez (2003) found ―that out-of-school suspensions often rise dramatically in middle 
school, starting with sixth grade.‖ Loveless (2017) further noted that ―researchers have 
questioned the merits of isolating middle school students in their own grade configuration for 
years‖ due to the fact that many middle school students tend to be repeat offenders of 
suspension. Ultimately, research has shown that middle schools have the highest number of 
suspensions compared to high schools and elementary schools in the United States, and that 
these are formidable years for youths. 
Research further has shown that academic achievement is important during the middle 
school years, as it is indicative of student achievement later in life. Studies have shown that math 
and ELA standardized test scores in Grades 5 and 6 are correlated with achievement on future 
benchmark assessments. These scores also correlate with high school academic success, as well 
as SAT scores (―Predictors of Postsecondary Success,‖ 2013). Unfortunately, studies have shown 
that academic achievement scores drop significantly during the middle school years. Rockoff and 
Lockwood (2010) conducted a study looking at students in Grades 3–8 in New York public 




graders transitioning into middle school, scores in math dropped by .18 standard deviations and 
.16 standard deviations for ELA/L. Rockoff and Lockwood also found that these scores continue 
to decline as students continue throughout middle school.  
For school leaders and policymakers, this is a problem because middle school is an 
important transition period for adolescents. Middle school is a time for youths to develop their 
sense of self, and a critical time for their academic and social development. Unfortunately, most 
school districts focus so heavily on high school graduation rates, as well as early childhood 
programs, that they tend to forget the middle school years. It is for these reasons that middle 
school was chosen as the sample population for this study. 
Chapter Summary 
 Ultimately, rates of ISS and OSS have increased significantly in the past 30 years since 
the inception of zero-tolerance policies. Suspension, as a disciplinary measure, has been 
disproportionately applied to certain subgroups: Black/Latinx students, boys, students with IEPs, 
ELLs, and economically disadvantaged students. This inequity has only increased both the 
discipline gap and academic achievement gap, as research has shown that there is a negative 
correlation between suspension rates and academic achievement. With that being said, this study 
sought to better understand this relationship between ISS and academic achievement and OSS 











 The purpose of this study was to explore the predictive power of student suspension in 
New Jersey public middle schools (Grades 6–8) on academic achievement. Research shows that 
suspension is the most frequently used disciplinary measure in schools today (Bowditch, 1993; 
Mansfield & Ferris, 1992; Rausch & Skiba, 2005; Skiba et al., 1997). Research further has 
shown that there is a positive correlation between time spent in school and academic 
achievement (Brookover et al., 1997; Brophy, 1988; Rausch & Skiba, 2005). For instance, 
Rausch and Skiba (2004) found that schools that have a high percentage of suspension rates have 
lower averages for passing rates on the ISTEP. Additionally, Raffaele Mendez (2003) found that 
the more suspensions that a student received in the sixth grade, the more negative the effect on 
their math and reading scores in seventh and eighth grade. If student achievement is negatively 
impacted by suspension, then policymakers and school leaders should question the efficacy of 
issuing suspension as a disciplinary measure. With that said, this study sought to better 
understand the relationship between suspension and academic achievement, and the predictive 
power of school’s suspension rate on achievement scores in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey.  
 This chapter will provide an overview of the research design and methodology. It will 
start by discussing the research questions and research design. It will then explain the data 
sources and variables used in the study, along with a rationale and description of the population 
and sample. Finally, this chapter will discuss validity and reliability, along with the limitations 







The four research questions guiding this study to analyze the predictive influence of 
suspension on academic achievement are as follows: 
1. Does in-school suspension predict academic achievement in mathematics in Grades 6–8 
in New Jersey?  
2. Does in-school suspension predict academic achievement in language arts in Grades 6–8 
in New Jersey?  
3. Does out-of-school suspension predict academic achievement in mathematics in Grades 
6–8 in New Jersey?  
4. Does out-of-school suspension predict academic achievement in language arts in Grades 
6–8 in New Jersey?  
Research Design 
This study used a non-experimental and correlational design. Hierarchical multiple 
regression was used to analyze the relationship between the dependent variables (meets or 
exceeds expectations on the PARCC exam in mathematics and ELA/L) as they relate to the 
predictive variables (ISS and OSS). This study controlled for student demographics (race, SES, 
gender, special education, and ELLs) and school climate factors (urbanicity, chronic 
absenteeism, percentage of violence, percentage of vandalism, percentage of weapon use, 
percentage of substance abuse, and percentage of HIB cases). This study used a fixed effects 
model by analyzing data for two school years, 2016–2017 and 2017–2018. For a majority of the 
variables, this study utilized data from the New Jersey School Report Card and Data Universe 
from both the 2016–2017 and 2017–2018 school years. To determine urbanicity, this study 




To better analyze the predictive power of suspension rates on academic achievement in 
New Jersey public middle schools, hierarchical multiple regression models were used for each 
research question. Policymakers and school leaders can use these data, then, to decide whether or 
not they want to employ suspension as a disciplinary measure.  
Sample 
This study looked at all public middle schools in New Jersey that have students in Grades 
6–8. The sample size for this study was 348 and for each school, the data included the district 
name, county name, and school name. To maintain consistency, middle schools that had Grades 
5–8 or only 7–8 were omitted from this study. It is important to note that some eighth-grade 
students took the Algebra and Geometry Assessment instead of the Grade 8 Mathematics 
Assessment, so their achievement results were excluded from this study.  
Some schools did not report a percentage for ISS and OSS and reported an asterisk (*). 
The New Jersey School Report Card denotes the asterisk as ―Data is not displayed in order to 
protect student privacy.‖ Therefore, it is important to highlight the fact that certain schools may 
not have zero suspensions, but rather, some schools cannot display this data to protect the 
privacy of students, as the number may be very low or very high. Some schools also provided an 
asterisk for their overall math scores for met/exceeded expectations. As a result, the N values 
will vary based on the research question (Research Question 1: N = 294, Research Question 2: N 
= 300, Research Question 3: N = 303, and Research Question 4: N = 313).  








Sample Figure of School Omission of Suspension Data 
 
Note. Reprinted from the New Jersey School Performance Reports (2017–2018), New Jersey 
Department of Education. 
 
Figure 3 is a sample chart for a school that provided rates for both ISS and OSS.  
Figure 3 
Sample Figure of School Suspension Data 
 
Note. Reprinted from the New Jersey School Performance Reports (2017–2018), New Jersey 
Department of Education. 
 
For this study, I chose to focus solely on middle schools because research shows the 
transition from elementary to middle school tends to be problematic years for youths. Loveless 




rates compared to high schools and elementary schools. Loveless further noted that ―researchers 
have questioned the merits of isolating middle school students in their own grade configuration 
for years‖ due to the fact that many middle school students tend to be repeat offenders of 
suspension. As a result, this study focused on middle schools in New Jersey because the research 
has suggested that middle schools have the highest rate of suspension, and this removal from the 
classroom seems to negatively impact students the most at this age level. Additionally, although 
similar studies have been conducted concerning academic achievement and suspension, there has 
not been a study of this type in New Jersey in Grades 6–8.  
Variables 
The dependent variables (academic achievement) for this study were the percentage of 
students who met or exceeded expectations on the New Jersey PARCC assessment in ELA/L and 
mathematics for Grades 6–8 in the 2016–2017 and 2017–2018 school years. The two predictive 
variables for this study were ISS rates and OSS rates. This study used descriptive data to better 
understand the relationship that each variable has to the dependent variables (academic 
achievement in ELA/L and mathematics). This study also sought to understand the correlation of 
the predictive variables (ISS and OSS) with student achievement.  
The other independent variables that were used in the study relate to school 
demographics and school climate factors. These variables were chosen because research has 
shown that they can influence student performance on standardized assessments, as well as a 
school’s rate of suspension. These variables were retrieved from the New Jersey School Report 






Student Demographic Variables 
1. Percentage of racial/ethnic groups 
2. Percentage of male students 
3. Percentage of economically disadvantaged students 
4. Percentage of students with disabilities 
5. Percentage of English language learners (ELLs)  
School Climate Factors 
6. Urbanicity (city, rural, suburban large, suburban other) 
7. Percentage of chronic absenteeism 
8. Percentage of violence 
9. Percentage of vandalism 
10. Percentage of harassment, intimidation, and bullying 
The New Jersey Department of Education School Report Card for the 2016–2017 and 2017–
2018 school years was used to compile the demographic data for this study. To determine 
urbanicity, data from the NCES was retrieved. To ensure that each urbanicity dummy variable 
had 5–10 observations, these variables were organized into four subgroups: ―Suburban Large‖ 
(N = 137), ―Rural‖ (N = 15 —combined rural fringe and rural distant), ―City‖ (N = 11—
combined city large and city small), and ―Suburban Other‖ (N = 11—combined suburban mid, 
suburban small, and town). These variables were then coded in SPSS into 4 dummy variables. 
Data Sources and Data Collection 
There were two different dependent variables for this study depending on the research 
question: the percentage of testers who met/exceeded expectations on PARCC in mathematics in 




in Grades 6–8. These data were retrieved from the New Jersey School Report Card and Data 
Universe located on the New Jersey Department of Education website. The report card includes 
all students who participated in the PARCC Assessment from Grades 3 to 11 in ELA/L and 
Mathematics. These data were then organized by ELA/L for the entire school and by grade level, 
and by Mathematics for the entire school and by grade level. It is important to note that some 
eighth-grade students took the Algebra and Geometry assessment in place of the Grade 8 
Mathematics Assessment, so they were excluded from this study. For the purpose of this study, 
the data included County Name; District Name; School Name; Percentage of Students Taking 
the Test, Level 4 Percentage—Meeting Expectations, and Level 5 Percentage—Exceeding 
Expectations. The report card combines the percentage of level 4 and level 5 scores to provide a 
percentage of students who ―passed‖ the exam. To control for the year, this study used a fixed 
effects model and analyzed data from two years: 2016–2017 and 2017–2018.  
The predictive variables in this study were ISS rates and OSS rates. Based on the 
literature, there was a multitude of control variables due to their potential impact on suspension 
rates and academic achievement: percentage of students who receive free and reduced lunch; 
percentage of students who are chronically absent; percentage of violence, vandalism, weapon 
use, substance abuse, and HIB; student race demographics; student gender demographics; 
percentage of special education students; and percentage of ELLs. These control variables were 
retrieved from the New Jersey Report Card and Data Universe and the NCES.  
Data Analysis 
The data collected in this study were entered into SPSS. Prior to running any tests, all 
data were cleaned and coded. This study also utilized a fixed effects model, so data from the 




Descriptive statistics were conducted to ensure that the data were correctly entered into SPSS. 
Additionally, this study used hierarchical multiple regression to study the predictive power of 
suspension rates on academic achievement, and there was a different model for each research 
question.  
The first research question asked whether ISS predicts academic achievement in 
mathematics in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey. For this model, the dependent variable was the 
percentage of students who met or exceeded expectations in mathematics, and the predictor 
variable was the percentage of ISS for each school. 
The second research question asked whether ISS predicts academic achievement in 
ELA/L in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey. The dependent variable for this model was the percentage 
of students who met or exceeded expectations in ELA/L, and the predictor variable was the 
percentage of ISS for each school.  
The third research question asked whether OSS predicts academic achievement in 
mathematics in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey. For this third model, the dependent variable was the 
percentage of students who met or exceeded expectations in mathematics, and the predictor 
variable was the percentage of OSS for each school.  
The final research question asked whether OSS predicts academic achievement in ELA/L 
in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey. For the final model, the dependent variable was the percentage of 
students who met or exceeded expectations in ELA/L, and the predictor variable was the 
percentage of OSS for each school.  
Fixed Effects Model 
 To control for year, this study used a fixed effect model by analyzing two years: 2016–




for each variable. The only variable that was the same for both years was urbanicity, which was 
retrieved from the NCES. After the data were retrieved, they were inputted into SPSS. When the 
data were cleaned and coded, this study used a fixed effects model, which combined data from 
both years for each school. By analyzing multiple observations about each school, this study has 
removed the potential for ―omitted variable bias.‖ Therefore, ―by including fixed effects (group 
dummies), [this study is] controlling for the average differences across [schools] in any 
observable or unobservable predictors, such as differences in quality, sophistication, etc‖ (―Fixed 
Effects Models‖, n.d., p. 7).  
Hierarchical Multiple Regression  
A hierarchical multiple regression model was chosen because the purpose of this study 
was to examine the relationships between the predictor variables (ISS and OSS) and the 
dependent variables (academic achievement in ELA/L and mathematics). For each regression 
model, the ISS rate or OSS rate was entered into the last block because it was the predictor 
variable. After conducting each test, the regression coefficients, p-values, and the adjusted R
2
 
value were analyzed. The regression coefficients highlighted the relationship between the 
independent and dependent variables. The p-value showed whether each relationship is 
statistically significant or not. Finally, the adjusted R
2
 value revealed how well the independent 
variables did at predicting the dependent variables. By using a hierarchical multiple regression, 
the difference in the R
2
 value revealed how well a school’s suspension rate can predict the 
percentage of testers that met or exceeded expectations on the PARCC exam.  
Additionally, this study controlled for student demographics and school climate 
variables. These variables were entered into blocks to control for the effects of these predictors 




study examined the incremental variance explained by each additional group or block: student 
demographics, school climate variables, and suspension data.  
Validity/Reliability 
To ensure the validity and reliability of the data used in this study, the data were cleaned 
and coded, and descriptive statistics were used to ensure that data were correctly entered into 
SPSS.  
As with all regression models, six assumptions must be met to ensure validity and 
reliability. These assumptions are (a) the relationship between the independent variables and 
the dependent variables is linear, (b) multicollinearity is absent in the data, (c) the values of 
the residuals are independent, (d) the variance of the residuals is constant, (e) the values of the 
residuals are normally distributed, and (f) there are no influential cases biasing the model 
(Cohen et al., 2003). The analysis of assumptions was conducted by examining descriptive 
statistics and graphic representations of the data.  
This study did not focus on a single district but rather on suspension rates across all 
public middle schools in New Jersey, which strengthened the validity and scope of its findings. 
Additionally, this study only included middle schools that are in Grades 6–8 and did not include 
middle schools with other age groupings. Furthermore, some schools reported an asterisk for 
both ISS and OSS and were therefore eliminated from this study to ensure validity. To control 
for year, this study used a fixed effects model and analyzed data from two years.  
Academic achievement was measured by whether students met or exceeded expectations 
on the PARCC assessment. The PARCC examination was developed to assess students’ abilities 
in mathematics and ELA/L and whether or not they ―are on track for college- and career-




College- and Career-Ready determinations (CCRD) for both ELA/L and mathematics (Pearson, 
2016). To ensure reliability, the creators of the assessment used an internal-consistency measure, 
and estimated reliability coefficients that range from 0 to 1. According to Pearson (2016), ―The 
higher the reliability coefficient for a set of scores, the more likely individuals would be to obtain 
very similar scores‖ (p. 75). For the ELA/L assessment, the reliability coefficients range from .91 
to a high of .93. This number ranged from .86 to .93 for mathematics, making the exam a reliable 
tool. To ensure validity, Pearson adhered to the principles of universal design, where the creators 
first identified which standards needed to be measured: the CCSS. Then, ―the performance a 
student needs to achieve to meet those standards [was] delineated in the PARCC evidence 
statements‖ (p. 144). These test items were then reviewed applying the universal design 
principles. To further ensure validity, test items and tasks were field tested prior to using them on 
the assessment. With that said, the PARCC examination was a valid and reliable assessment 
according to these measures.  
Limitations and Delimitations 
This study only looked at public middle schools in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey and did not 
examine other states nor other age levels. It also combined Grades 6–8 and analyzed variables at 
the school level, rather than analyzing each grade level on its own. Another limitation was that 
some middle schools in New Jersey do not have ISS or OSS as a consequence; therefore, this had 
an effect on the suspension rates for some schools. This study also did not consider whether a 
school employed some form of positive reward system for students such as Positive Behavior in 
Schools (PBIS). As a result, it is important to note that these factors could also have an influence 




percentage of students who met or exceeded scores (received a 4 or 5) in math and ELA/L and 
did not look at percentage of students who scored a 3 or below.  
 Furthermore, schools report PARCC test scores to the New Jersey Department of 
Education, and this study was limited by the accuracy of these reports. The PARCC examination 
was limited by the administration of the test, and this could potentially impact results. External 
factors ―such as lighting, noise during the test, and physical characteristics, student anxiety 
levels‖ could affect the results of the exam (Maroun, 2018). Additionally, it is important to note 
that some eighth-grade students took the Algebra and Geometry assessment instead of the Grade 
8 Mathematics Assessment, so they were excluded from this study. As a result of this, the eighth-
grade sample size was smaller for each school, and the overall math scores for each school were 
affected differently based on their number of students taking Algebra and Geometry.  
 This study also does not analyze other confounding variables that could have an impact 
on academic achievement and/or suspension data such as teacher to student ratio in the 
classroom, number of years of experience of teachers and administration, education level of 
teachers and administration, faculty attendance, length of school day, and school financial data. 
These variables were not taken into account because there was limited research to support a 
relationship between these variables to rates and suspension. However, it is important to note that 
these factors could also have an influence on academic achievement and/or suspension rates. 
Furthermore, most of the data were retrieved from the New Jersey School Report Card 
and Data Universe, and these data are reported by each school. Therefore, it was limited by the 
accuracy of these reports. In addition, some schools provided an asterisk for certain variables due 




reported asterisks for ISS, 32 reported asterisks for OSS, and 40 schools reported asterisks for 
both ISS and OSS.  
Finally, it is important to note that this study analyzed data at the school level to test a 
theory about students. The results, therefore, should be analyzed cautiously because there could 
























The purpose of this study was to analyze the predictive power of ISS and OSS on 
academic achievement measured by PARCC scores in mathematics and ELA/L. This study used 
fixed panel effects by examining data from the 2016–2017 and 2017–2018 school years. In Table 
4, descriptive statistics are presented for all variables.  
Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Met or Exceeded in ELA 348 12.60 91.90 58.32 18.03 
Met or Exceeded in Math 337 11.40 87.30 46.56 16.68 
White 348 0.00 93.30 54.14 27.28 
Hispanic 348 2.00 96.10 20.91 18.73 
Black 348 0.20 91.00 13.69 17.33 
Asian 348 0.00 64.30 8.91 10.61 
Other 347 0.00 9.50 2.35 1.87 
Female 348 42.00 56.00 48.73 2.20 
Male 348 44.00 58.00 51.31 2.23 
Economically Disadvantaged Students 348 0.00 92.00 31.17 25.01 
Students with IEPs 348 7.00 32.00 17.16 4.08 
English Language Learners 348 0.00 27.00 2.75 3.99 
Chronic Absenteeism 347 0.00 33.40 9.16 5.22 
Violence 348 0.00 21.10 1.39 2.10 
Weapons 348 0.00 1.90 0.14 0.27 
Vandalism 348 0.00 2.80 0.16 0.27 
Substance 348 0.00 2.30 0.14 0.28 
Harassment, Intimidation, & Bullying 348 0.00 8.90 1.07 1.11 
In-school Suspension 302 0.00 38.70 4.75 6.38 
Out-of-School Suspension 314 0.00 70.10 5.72 7.23 
Note. This table shows descriptive statistics for every variable, and all variables are percentages.  
 
From 2016–2018, the average rate for ISS for Grades 6–8 in New Jersey was 4.75%. The 
average rate for OSS was 5.72%. The average percentage of students who ―Met or Exceeded‖ 
scores in ELA/L was 58.32%, and the average percentage of students who ―Met or Exceeded‖ 




districts reported an asterisk in lieu of a percentage for certain variables, such as percentage of 
OSS. As a result, any scores that provided an asterisk were omitted from the study.  
The school climate variables (percentage of violence, weapons, vandalism, substance, 
and bullying) had lower means percentages than suspension rates. The average percentage of 
incidents of violence is 1.39%, which is the highest mean percentage of the five variables. The 
average percentage of weapons is .14%, which is quite low considering the national average for 
incidents of violence in schools is 2.9% (NCES) and the average percentage of ISS is 4.75% and 
OSS is 5.72% in New Jersey. With that being said, the percentage of violence, weapons, 
vandalism, substance abuse, and bullying may have been too low to have a significant impact on 
academic achievement, and this could be because this study focused solely on grades and did not 
include other grade levels. Furthermore, it is interesting that these averages are much lower than 
the averages for ISS and OSS because the New Jersey Department of Education mandates all 
school districts to employ a zero-tolerance policy for weapon use, violence, substance abuse, 
vandalism, and bullying. This would suggest that middle school students in New Jersey are 
getting suspended for other infractions outside of the zero-tolerance policies for weapons, acts of 
violence, substance abuse, vandalism, and bullying.  
Assumptions 
 Prior to conducting hierarchical analysis for each research question, six statistical 
assumptions were analyzed: (a) the relationship between the independent variables and the 
dependent variables is linear, (b) multicollinearity is absent in the data, (c) the values of the 
residuals are independent, (d) the variance of the residuals is constant, (e) the values of the 
residuals are normally distributed, and (f) there are no influential cases biasing the model (Cohen 




 When the dependent variable is percentage of students who ―Met ELA,‖ there is no 
multicollinearity in the data. The independent variables are not correlated with one another as all 
values are below 0.8. However, the tolerance value is .141 for percentage of Hispanic students 
and .112 for percentage of Economically Disadvantaged students, which is lower than .2. It is 
important to note that the tolerance value helps analyze multicollinearity within data and it 
ranges from 0 to 1, so any number under .2 could be an area of a concern as it demonstrates low 
tolerance and high multicollinearity. When the dependent variable is percentage of students who 
―Met Math,‖ there is no multicollinearity in this data. The independent variables are not 
correlated with one another as all values are below .8. However, the tolerance value is .134 for 
percentage of Hispanic students and .114 for percentage of Economically Disadvantaged 
students. 
 The Durbin Watson value tests that the residuals are independent, and this number can 
range from 0 to 4. Ideally, this number should be close to 2, and any number less than 1 or more 
than 3 is an area of concern as it may render the analysis invalid. When the dependent variable is 
percentage of students who ―Met ELA,‖ the values of the residuals are independent, and the 
Durbin Watson value is 1.567. When the dependent variable is percentage of students who ―Met 
Math,‖ the values of the residuals are independent, and the Durbin Watson value is 1.401.  
Additionally, the variance of the residuals is constant, and the values of the residuals are 
normally distributed for both dependent variables. There are no influential cases biasing the 






Research Question 1: Does In-School Suspension Predict Academic Achievement in 
Mathematics in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey?  
 When analyzing the predictive power of ISS rates on academic achievement in 
mathematics, this study utilized hierarchical multiple regression models. For this research 
question, student demographic variables were entered into the first block, school climate 
variables were entered into the second block and ISS was entered into the third and final block. 
―Met Math,‖ which provides the percentage of students who met or exceeded scores in 
mathematics, was entered as the dependent variable. Table 5 shows the Coefficients Table after 
















Model Summary of Coefficients for Research Question 1 
 































































































 0.745 0.762 0.765 
F of R
2
 Change 103.97*** 2.150* 4.420* 
Adjusted R
2 
0.738 0.747 0.750 
Note. N = 294. The dependent variable is percentage of students who met or exceeded scores in 
mathematics on the PARCC assessment. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. *p <  .05, ** 




According to Table 5, a multitude of variables were statistically significant predictors of 
academic achievement in mathematics in all three models. In model 1, five variables were found 
to be significant: Black students (B = -.205, p < .001), Asian students (B = .320, p < .001), 
students labeled as ―Other‖ for race (B = .732, p = .012), economically disadvantaged students 
(B = -.452, p < .001), and students with IEPs (B = -.305, p = .040). In model 2, seven variables 
were found to be significant: Black students (B = -.164, p = .002), Asian students (B = .275, p < 
.001), students labeled as ―Other‖ for race (B = .711, p = .017), economically disadvantaged 
students (B = -.459, p < .001), students with IEPs (B = -.302, p = .044), schools categorized as 
―Suburban Large‖ (B = -8.750, p =.002), and schools categorized as ―Rural‖ (B = -8.714, p = 
.008). Finally, in model 3, seven variables were found to be significant: Black students (B = -
.165, p = .002), Asian students (B= .276, p < .001), students labeled as ―Other‖ for race (B = 
.715, p = .016), economically disadvantaged students (B = -.445, p < .001), schools categorized 
as ―Suburban Large‖ (B = -9.527, p = .001), schools categorized as ―Rural‖ (B = -9.835, p = 
.003), and percentage of ISS (B = -.188, p = .036).  
The most significant variables were the percentage of schools from suburban large areas 
and rural areas because they have the largest coefficients. Suburban large schools, on average, 
score 9.527% lower in mathematics than schools in urban areas. Schools in rural areas, on 
average, score 9.835% lower in mathematics than schools in urban areas. This contradicts 
research, as the literature has discussed how schools in urban areas tend to score lower in 
mathematics than schools in suburban and rural areas (Ravitch, 2019). In addition, schools with 
higher percentages of chronic absenteeism, violence, weapons, vandalism, and substance did not 
have a significant relationship with scores in mathematics, which further contradicts research 




disadvantaged students had a significant and negative relationship with academic achievement. 
In contrast, percentage of Asian students had a positive and significant relationship, which 
corroborates the research (Noguera, 2003; Sirin, 2005; White et al., 2016). This further shows 
the academic gap in New Jersey public middle schools in Grades 6–8, as Black students and 
students with low SES are scoring lower in math.  
In regard to ISS and mathematics, data reveal that a 1% increase in ISS rates is associated 
with a .188-point decrease in PARCC scores in mathematics, on average. Compared to other 
regression coefficients in Table 5, a coefficient of -.188 for ISS is notable and significant. Table 
5 further shows that when ISS is entered into the third block, the R
2
 change value is .004, which 
reveals that .4% of the variation in academic performance in mathematics can be predicted by 
ISS. Although there is a significant relationship between ISS and achievement in mathematics, 
the predictive value of ISS is very small as the R
2
 change is only .004.  
Furthermore, the adjusted R
2
 value for this model is .750, which shows that 75% of the 
variation in academic performance in mathematics can be predicted by all of the variables in this 
study (Table 5). To corroborate research, student demographic variables are the most predictive 
factor when it comes to scores in mathematics, with an adjusted R
2
 value of .738. School climate 
also showed to be a significant predictor as 1.7% of the variation in academic performance in 
mathematics can be predicted by school climate variables. This model left 25% of scores in 
mathematics achievement unexplained. 
Research Question 2: Does In-School Suspension Predict Academic Achievement in 
Language Arts in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey?  
In this hierarchical regression model, ―Met ELA,‖ was entered as the dependent variable. 




into the first block, school climate variables were entered into the second block, and ISS was 
entered into the final block.  
According to Table 6, many variables were statistically significant predictors of academic 
achievement in ELA/L in all three models. In model 1, five variables were found to be 
significant: Black students (B = -.233, p < .001), Asian students (B = .183, p < .001), students 
labeled as ―Other‖ for race (B = 1.182, p < .001), economically disadvantaged students (B = -
.410, p < .001), and percentage of special education students (B = -.743, p < .001). In model 2, 
six variables were found to be significant: Black students (B = -.180, p < .001), Asian students 
(B = .135, p = .012), students labeled as ―Other‖ for race (B = 1.119, p < .001), economically 
disadvantaged students (B = -.393, p < .001), percentage of special education students (B = -
.668, p < .001), and chronic absenteeism (B = -.343, p=.011). The third block in Table 6 shows 
that there is a statistically significant relationship between students who ―Met or Exceeded‖ 
scores in ELA/L with Black students (B = -.185, p < .001), Asian students (B = .137, p = .009), 
students labeled as ―Other‖ for race (B= 1.14, p < .001), economically disadvantaged students (B 
= -.374, p < .001), percentage of special education students (B = -.578, p < .001), chronic 













Model Summary of Coefficients for Research Question 2 
 































































































 0.764 0.781 0.790 
F of R
2
 Change 117.676*** 2.399* 12.069** 
Adjusted R
2 
0.757 0.767 0.776 
Note. N = 300. The dependent variable is percentage of students who met or exceeded scores in 
English language arts/literacy on the PARCC assessment. Standard errors are shown in 




In contrast to the first research question, there was no significant relationship between 
schools from suburban large and rural areas with PARCC scores in ELA/L. For this research 
question, the most significant variables in model 3 were the percentage of students labeled 
―Other‖ (B = 1.14), economically disadvantaged students (B = -.374), and the percentage of 
students with disabilities (B = -.578). Again, the percentage of black students and economically 
disadvantaged students had a negative relationship with academic achievement in ELA/L, 
whereas the percentage of Asian students had a positive relationship, which corroborates the 
research (Noguera, 2003; Sirin, 2005; White et al., 2016). Similar to the first research question, 
this also shows the academic gap in New Jersey public middle schools in Grades 6–8, as Black 
students and students with low SES are scoring lower in ELA/L on the PARCC assessment. 
Interestingly, there was not a significant relationship between the percentage of students who 
Met ELA with the percentage of ELLs, which contradicts previous research (Fry, 2007, 2008; 
NCPPHE, 2005).  
Data show that there is a significant relationship between ISS and ELA/L and that a 1% 
increase in ISS is associated with a .299-point decrease in PARCC scores in ELA/L, on average. 
Compared to other regression coefficients in Table 6, a coefficient of -.299 for ISS is notable and 
significant. Table 6 further reveals that when ISS is entered into the third block, the R
2
 change 
value is .009, which shows that .9% of the variation in academic performance in ELA/L can be 
predicted by ISS. This R
2
 change is bigger than the R
2
 change in the first research question 
(regarding ISS and mathematics), which reveals that a school’s rate of ISS is a stronger predictor 
of ELA/L scores than math scores.  
According to Table 6, the adjusted R
2
 value for this model is .776, which shows that that 




variables in this model. Similar to research question 1, student demographic variables are the 
most predictive factor when it comes to scores in ELA/L, with an adjusted R
2
 value of .757. In 
addition, 1.7% of the variation in academic performance in ELA/L can be predicted by school 
climate variables, which is exactly the same as the first model. This model left 22.4% of scores 
in ELA/L achievement unexplained. 
Research Question 3: Does Out-of-School Suspension Predict Academic Achievement in 
Mathematics in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey?  
Similar to the method for investigating the first research question, ―Met Math‖ was 
entered as the dependent variable for this hierarchical regression model. Additionally, student 
demographic variables were entered into the first block, school climate variables were entered 
into the second block, and OSS was entered into the final block.  
As seen in Table 7, a multitude of variables were statistically significant predictors of 
academic achievement in mathematics in all three models. In model 1, there is a statistically 
significant relationship between students who ―Met or Exceeded‖ scores in math with many 
variables: Black students (B = -.141, p = .002), Asian students (B = .320, p < .001), students 
labeled as ―Other‖ for race (B = .713, p = .007), and economically disadvantaged students (B = -
.545, p < .001). In model 2, there was a statistically significant relationship with five variables: 
Black students (B = -.106, p = .028), Asian students (B = .286, p < .001), students labeled as 
―Other‖ for race (B = .693, p = .012), economically disadvantaged students (B = -.530, p < .001), 
and chronic absenteeism (B = -.324, p=.018). After entering OSS into the final block, there is a 
statistically significant relationship with Asian students (B = .284, p < .001), students labeled as 
―Other‖ for race (B = .658, p = .017), economically disadvantaged students (B = -.520, p < .001), 






Model Summary of Coefficients for Research Question 3 
 































































































 0.767 0.779 0.781 
F of R
2
 Change 120.831*** 1.769 2.158 
Adjusted R
2 
0.760 0.766 0.767 
Note. N = 303. The dependent variable is percentage of students who met or exceeded scores in 
mathematics on the PARCC assessment. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. *p < .05, ** p 





There is no significant relationship between OSS and mathematics (p = .143), which 
contradicts the research (Raffaele Mendez, 2003; Rausch & Skiba, 2004). However, it is 
important to note that the N value for ―Met Math‖ is smaller than for ―Met ELA‖ because some 
districts reported an asterisk due to privacy reasons. These scores may have been too low to 
report publicly, and as a result, they are not included in this study, which could have impacted 
these results. This may have occurred with rates of OSS, as well, because schools that had higher 
rates of OSS may have reported an asterisk due to privacy reasons.  
For this research question, the most significant variables were the percentage of Asian 
students (B = .284), students labeled ―Other‖ (B = .658), and economically disadvantaged 
students (B = -.520). For the first and third research questions in this study, there was a positive 
and significant relationship between Asian students and scores in mathematics, which 
corroborates the research (White et al., 2016). Additionally, there was not a significant 
relationship between chronic absenteeism and scores in math (similar to the first research 
question), which contradicts previous research (Garcia & Weiss, 2018).  
According to Table 7, the R
2
 change when OSS is entered into the third block is .002, 
which is very small and not significant. With that being said, the predictive value of OSS on 
scores in mathematics is not significant according to this model. The adjusted R
2
 value for the 
entire model is .767, which shows that 76.7% of the variation in academic performance in 
mathematics can be predicted by student demographics, school climate, and OSS. Student 
demographics is the most predictive factor when it comes to scores in mathematics, with an 
adjusted R
2
 value of .760, and the R
2
 change after school climate is entered is .012. This means 




climate variables, which is slightly lower than the first two models. This model left 23.3% of 
scores in mathematics achievement unexplained. 
Research Question 4: Does Out-of-School Suspension Predict Academic Achievement in 
Language Arts in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey? 
Similar to the method for investigating research question 2, ―Met ELA‖ was entered as 
the dependent variable for this final hierarchical regression model. To maintain consistency, 
student demographic variables were entered into the first block, school climate variables were 
entered into the second block, and OSS was entered into the final block.  
According to Table 8, a multitude of variables were statistically significant predictors of 
academic achievement in ELA/L in all three models. In model 1, there is a statistically 
significant relationship with many variables: Black students (B = -.176, p < .001), Asian students 
(B = .201, p < .001), students labeled as ―Other‖ for race (B = 1.086, p < .001), economically 
disadvantaged students (B = -.476, p < .001), and percentage of special education students (B -
.606 p < .001). In model 2, there is a statistically significant relationship with a multitude of 
variables: Black students (B = -.133, p = .004), Asian students (B = .160, p = .002), students 
labeled as ―Other‖ for race (B = .971, p < .001), economically disadvantaged students (B = -.476, 
p < .001), percentage of special education students (B -.494, p < .001), chronic absenteeism (B = 
-.485, p < .001), and ELLs (B = -.417, p = .035). Model 3 reveals that there is a statistically 
significant relationship between students who ―Met or Exceeded‖ scores in ELA/L with Black 
students (B = -.116, p = .014), Asian students (B = .157, p = .003), students labeled as ―Other‖ 
for race (B = .922, p = .001), economically disadvantaged students (B = -.419, p < .001), 
percentage of special education students (B -.479, p = .001), chronic absenteeism (B = -.469, p < 






Model Summary of Coefficients for Research Question 4 
 































































































 0.794 0.810 0.811 
F of R
2
 Change 146.116*** 2.843* 2.163 
Adjusted R
2 
0.788 .799 0.800 
Note. N = 313. The dependent variable is percentage of students who met or exceeded scores in 
English language arts/literacy on the PARCC assessment. Standard errors are shown in 





This is very similar to the second research question that analyzed percentage of students 
who ―Met ELA‖ with ISS. The difference here is that OSS does not have a significant 
relationship with ―Met ELA‖ (p = .142), whereas ISS does have a significant relationship (p = 
.001). In contrast to the second research question, ELLs does have a significant relationship to 
―Met ELA,‖ and a 1% increase in a school’s population of ELLs is associated with a .41% 
decrease in students who met or exceeded scores in ELA/L. Furthermore, the percentage of 
Black students and economically disadvantaged students had a negative relationship with scores 
in ELA/L, whereas the percentage of Asian students had a positive relationship, which supports 
the research (Noguera, 2003; Sirin, 2005; White et al., 2016). As seen in all four research 
questions, there is an academic gap in New Jersey public middle schools in Grades 6–8, as Black 
students and students with low SES are scoring lower on the PARCC assessment.  
Table 8 further shows the adjusted R
2
 values and R
2
 change for each step in this model. 
After OSS is entered in block 3, the R
2
 change is .001, which is very little and not significant. 
Similar to the third research question, OSS is not a strong predictive factor for percentage of 
students who met or exceeded scores in ELA/L.  
According to Table 8, the adjusted R
2
 value for this model is .800, which shows that that 
80% of the variation in academic performance in ELA/L can be predicted by student 
demographics, school climate variables, and OSS. Again, student demographic variables are the 
most predictive factor when it comes to scores in ELA/L, with an adjusted R
2
 value of .788. The 
change in R
2
 value in step 2 is .016, which means that 1.6% of the variation in academic 
performance in ELA/L can be predicted by school climate variables. This model left 20% of 






 ISS can predict achievement in mathematics, as there is a significant relationship between 
the two. However, the predictive value is quite low, as the R
2
 change is .004. Because there is a 
significant relationship between ISS and mathematics, the null hypothesis is rejected. A 1% 
increase in ISS rates is associated with a .19-point decrease in PARCC scores in mathematics, on 
average. 
ISS can predict achievement in ELA/L because there is a significant relationship between 
the two variables. The R
2
 change after ISS is entered is .009, which is not a strong predictor. Due 
to the significant relationship between ISS and ELA/L, the null hypothesis is rejected. A 1% 
increase in ISS is associated with a .30-point decrease in PARCC scores in ELA/L, on average. 
 OSS does not predict academic achievement in mathematics, as there is not a significant 
relationship between the two variables. Because the relationship between the OSS and 
mathematics is not significant, this study fails to reject the null hypothesis.  
OSS does not predict academic achievement in ELA/L because there is not a significant 
relationship between the two variables. Due to the fact that the relationship between OSS and 












INTERPRETATIONS/IMPLICATIONS OF RESULTS 
Overview 
Middle school is a difficult time for most students, and with today’s volatile societal 
situation, school leaders are struggling even more to provide the tools for students to be 
successful. Throughout the years, data have shown that the academic and discipline gap 
continues to widen, and certain students are negatively impacted more than others. According to 
research, Black students, males, special education students, ELLs, and students with low SES 
tend to struggle more academically and get suspended at a higher rate than any other subgroup 
(Ayers et al., 2001; Raffaele Mendez, 2003; Skiba et al., 2011). Research further has shown that 
OSS negatively affects academic performance, but there has been limited research discussing the 
effects of ISS on academic achievement (Raffaele Mendez, 2003; Rausch & Skiba, 2004).  
To further investigate this phenomenon, this study looked at the predictive power of ISS 
and OSS on PARCC scores in ELA/L and mathematics when controlling for student 
demographics and school climate variables. This study also used a fixed effects model to control 
for the year by including two years: 2016–2017 and 2017–2018. The overall findings of this 
study revealed that a school’s rate of ISS and OSS has little effect on a school’s standardized test 
scores for those who met or exceeded expectations. The study did find that ISS had a significant 
relationship with academic achievement, whereas OSS did not. In comparison, student 
demographics had the largest impact on academic achievement scores compared to both 
suspension and school climate variables. The school climate variables had some effect on 




Additionally, descriptive statistics of the school climate variables revealed that the 
average percentages of violence, vandalism, substance abuse, weapons, and bullying ranged 
between .14% and 1.39%. In contrast, the mean percentage of ISS was 4.75% and 5.72% for 
OSS. This study did not directly consider the type of infractions that led to suspension. However, 
these results do suggest that students in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey are being suspended for other 
infractions not related to violence and bullying.  
Significant Results 
Regarding ISS, this study found that .4% of the variation in academic performance in 
mathematics can be predicted by rates of ISS. In comparison, 73.8% of the variation in academic 
performance in math can be predicted by student demographic variables. Additionally, .9% of 
the variation in academic performance in ELA/L can be predicted by ISS and 75.7% can be 
predicted by student demographic variables. It is important to note that not all schools employ 
ISS, and some schools reported an asterisk due to privacy reasons. As a result, only 302 schools 
out of 348 were included in the first two research questions, which could have impacted the 
accuracy of this study.  
Furthermore, this study revealed that student demographics had the largest impact on 
academic achievement. A closer look at the four research questions highlights that there is a 
significant relationship between academic achievement and Black students in three out of the 
four research questions. The results revealed that there was a negative relationship between the 
two, and schools with higher rates of Black students had lower scores in both ELA/L and math, 
on average. In contrast, there was a significant relationship between percentage of Asian students 




research questions, schools with higher rates of Asian students also had higher percentages on 
the PARCC in ELA/L and math, on average.  
Finally, the percentage of economically disadvantaged students had a significant and 
negative relationship with academic achievement in all four research questions, which 
corroborates the research (Duncan et al., 2011; Miller, 2013; Morrissey et al., 2013; Reardon et 
al., 2013). The results revealed that schools with higher rates of economically disadvantaged 
students had lower academic achievement scores, on average.  
Non-Significant Results 
In regard to OSS, there was no significant relationship between OSS and mathematics (p 
= .143), which contradicts previous research (Ayers et al., 2001). A major limitation to this study 
is the fact that certain school districts provided an asterisk for OSS rates for privacy reasons. 
These percentages were not given because the rates were either too high or too low. As a result, 
the omission of certain schools may have impacted the results of this study. Another possible 
reason why OSS was not found to be significant could be due to the fact that this study 
controlled for behavioral variables such as incidents of violence, vandalism, weapon use, and 
substance abuse. These infractions typically lead to OSS and not ISS due to the severity of the 
infractions. In contrast, ISS is often considered to be a less severe option, and the types of 
infractions that result in ISS are usually less severe, such as disruptive behavior or 
insubordination. These variables were not controlled for in this study, which could be why there 
was a significant relationship between academic achievement and ISS but not between academic 
achievement and OSS (Cholewa et al., 2018). Student demographics, again, had the largest 




questions 3 and 4, 78.8% of the variation in academic performance in ELA/L and 76% for math 
was predicted by student demographic variables.  
Furthermore, a school’s rate of violence, vandalism, weapon use, substance abuse, and 
bullying did not have a significant relationship with academic achievement in all four research 
questions. This may be because most schools reported low percentages for these variables. 
Additionally, a school’s rate of Hispanic students did not have a significant relationship with 
academic achievement in all four research questions, which also goes against the research (Ayers 
et al., 2001; Skiba et al., 2011).  
Limitations 
To better understand the data, it is important to discuss the limitations of this study and 
how they may have impacted the results. To start, there were some limitations in regard to the 
sample population for this study. For instance, this study only looked at public middle schools in 
Grades 6–8 in New Jersey and did not include private or Catholic schools and/or other states and 
age levels. This study also combined Grades 6–8 and looked at variables at the school level, 
rather than analyzing each grade level on its own. Another major limitation was that some 
middle schools in New Jersey do not have ISS or OSS as a consequence. As a result, this may 
have had an effect on the suspension rates for some schools. 
In addition, some variables were omitted from this study, which could have impacted the 
results. For instance, this study did not take into account whether a school employed a positive 
reward system for students such as PBIS, which could have an influence on a school’s 
suspension rates. Furthermore, this study only analyzed the percentage of students who met or 
exceeded scores (received a 4 or 5) in math and ELA/L on the PARCC and did not look at the 




examine other variables that could have impacted academic achievement and/or suspension rates 
such as teacher to student ratio in the classroom, number of years of experience of teachers and 
administration, education level of teachers and administration, faculty attendance, length of 
school day, and school financial data. These variables were omitted because there was limited 
research to support a relationship to suspension rates. 
 Additionally, there are some limitations regarding the PARCC examination as a whole. 
The test, itself, is limited by how it is administered. For example, external factors ―such as 
lighting, noise during the test, and physical characteristics, [and] student anxiety levels‖ could 
impact the results of the exam (Maroun, 2018). It is also important to note that some eighth-
grade students took the Algebra and Geometry assessment instead of the Grade 8 Mathematics 
Assessment. With that said, the eighth-grade sample size was smaller for each school, and the 
overall math scores may have been affected based on their number of students taking Algebra 
and Geometry.  
Furthermore, most of the data were reported by each school to the New Jersey School 
Report Card and Data Universe and are limited by the accuracy of these reports. In addition, 
some schools provided an asterisk for certain percentages due to privacy reasons. This could 
have affected the overall accuracy of this study because 44 schools reported asterisks for ISS, 32 
reported asterisks for OSS, and 40 schools reported an asterisk for both ISS and OSS.  
Finally, it is important to note that this study analyzed data at the school level to test a 
theory about students. The results, therefore, should be analyzed cautiously because there could 






Recommendations for Future Study 
 As a result of the limitations to this study, some changes should considered, if the study is 
replicated. Regarding the sample population, this study only looked at schools in New Jersey in 
Grades 6–8. To better understand the middle school age group, future research should include 
middle schools in multiple states across the country. Additionally, there were some limitations 
with school climate variables because the rates of violence and vandalism were quite low, with 
an average of 1.39 for violence and 0.16 for vandalism. Due to these low percentages, it was 
difficult to analyze the relationship between these variables and academic achievement. With 
that being said, future research should include more grade levels to get a better understanding of 
violence and vandalism in relation to academics and suspension. It should also analyze each 
grade level individually to see if violent incidents occur more often in different grade levels.  
 This study did not look at the types of infractions that led to suspensions; consideration of 
this relationship could provide better insight into the root of the problem. Future studies should 
consider the type of infractions and referrals that are being sent to administration to get a better 
understanding of school discipline and climate in relation to rates of suspension and academic 
achievement. It would also be interesting to see different perceptions of school discipline from 
the perspective of students, teachers, parents, and administration. To better understand the 
differences in race and socioeconomic background, future studies should interview students from 
different races and socioeconomic backgrounds to get a better sense of school climate and 
equity.  
Furthermore, this study did not look at whether schools employed a positive reward 
system like PBIS. Future research may want consider the implementation of programs like PBIS 




is why this study analyzed both ISS and OSS. However, in this study, some schools only 
employed OSS or only used ISS. As a result, their numbers may have been skewed. Future 
studies may consider categorizing schools based on their discipline policies: schools that only 
employ OSS, students that only use ISS, schools that have both ISS and OSS, and schools that do 
not use suspension as a disciplinary measure. Additionally, future studies may want to reach out 
to schools that provided an asterisk for suspension rates to see if the schools would share that 
percentage for research purposes. This may provide better information about school suspensions 
and the difference between ISS and OSS.  
Furthermore, this study only looked at percentage of students who met or exceeded 
scores (scored a 4 or 5) on the PARCC test in both math and ELA/L. It did not take into account 
percentage of students who did not meet expectations (scored a 1, 2, or 3). Future studies may 
analyze academic achievement by each score level (i.e., percentage that scored a 1, percentage 
that scored a 2, etc.). It also looked at variables that were averaged for the entire school (Grades 
6–8) and did not examine each grade level on its own. Future research may analyze each grade 
level separately to get a better understanding of the middle school population.  
 Finally, this study did not look at teacher or administration characteristics in relation to 
academic achievement and suspension. As a result, future studies may consider including 
variables such as teacher and administration years of experience and levels of education. It 
would also be interesting to examine the turnover rates for both teachers and administrators 
within school buildings to get a better understanding of school climate and staff satisfaction.  
Recommendations for Policy and Practice 
Despite the limitations surrounding this study, the research highlights the inequity in 




SES in relation to academic achievement. Schools with higher rates of Black students and 
economically disadvantaged students tend to score lower on standardized assessments, on 
average (Ayers et al., 2001; Raffaele Mendez, 2003; Skiba et al., 2011). In contrast, schools with 
higher rates of Asian students tend to score higher on academic achievement tests, on average. 
To help close the academic and discipline gap, school leaders, policymakers, and politicians 
should take a closer look at New Jersey schools from an ecological perspective. To get a better 
understanding of this phenomenon, it is recommended that school leaders take a closer look at 
discipline data and academic data regarding race and SES. It is also recommended that 
politicians and policymakers analyze the allocation of educational funds to ensure equity across 
the state.  
Additionally, there was a significant and negative relationship between ISS rates and 
academic achievement. There was no significant relationship between OSS and academic 
achievement, but this may be due to the fact that certain schools were omitted from this study. 
Furthermore, descriptive statistics of the school climate variables revealed that the average rates 
of violence, vandalism, substance abuse, weapons, and bullying ranged between .14% and 
1.39%. In contrast, the mean percentage of ISS was 4.75% and 5.72% for OSS. This study did 
not directly examine the type of infractions that led to suspension. However, these results do 
suggest that students in Grades 6–8 in New Jersey are being suspended for other infractions not 
related to violence and bullying. This should be an area of concern for school leaders and 
policymakers because most schools implement zero-tolerance policies to curb weapon use and 
severe violence within their schools. To further understand this phenomenon, it is recommended 




for what types of infractions. This will help school leaders better understand the discipline gap 
and may help them reduce suspension rates and get a better idea of school climate. 
Ultimately, student demographics such as race and SES had the largest impact on 
academic achievement scores in New Jersey public middle schools in Grades 6–8. With that said, 
it is important to fully understand the root of this problem in order for policymakers and school 






















Achilles, G. M., McLaughlin, M. J., & Croninger, R. G. (2007). Sociocultural correlates of 
disciplinary exclusion among students with emotional, behavioral and learning 
disabilities in the SEELS national dataset.  
Allensworth, E. & Easton, J. (2008). What matters for staying on-track and graduating in 
Chicago public high schools: A close look at course grades, failures, and attendance in 
the freshman year. Consortium on Chicago School Research.  
The Anti-Bullying Bill of Rights Act, Chapter 122, New Jersey (2010). 
https://www.njleg.state.nj.us/2010/Bills/PL10/122_.PDF 
Ashford, R. (2000). Can zero tolerance keep our schools safe? Principal, 28(30).  
Ayers, W., Dohrn, B. & Ayers, R. (Eds.). (2001). Zero tolerance: Resisting the drive for 
punishment in our schools. The New Press. 
Balfanz, R., Byrnes, V., & Fox, J. (in press). Sent home and put off-track: The antecedents, 
disproportionalities, and consequences of being suspended in the ninth grade. In D. J. 
Losen (Ed.), Closing the school discipline gap: Research for policymakers. Teachers 
College Press. 
Blomberg, N. (2004). Effective discipline for misbehavior: In school vs. out of school 
suspension. Department of Education and Human Service.  
Bock, S., Tapscott, K. E., & Savner, J. L. (1998). Suspension and expulsion: Effective 
management for students? Intervention in School and Clinic, 34(1), 50–52. 
Bowditch, C. (1993). Getting rid of troublemakers: High school disciplinary procedures and the 




Brody, G. H., Chen, Y. F., McBride-Murry, V., Xiaojia, G. E., Simons, R. L., Gibbons, F. X., 
Gerrard, M., & Cutrona, C. E. (2006). Perceived discrimination and the adjustment of 
African-American youths: A five year longitudinal analysis with contextual moderation 
effects. Child Development, 77, 1170–1189. 
Brookover, W. B., Erickson, F. J., & McEvoy, A. W. (1997). Creating effective schools: An in-
service program for enhancing school learning climate and achievement. Learning 
Publications. 
Brophy, J. E. (1988). Research linking teacher behavior to student achievement: Potential 
implications for instruction of Chapter 1 students. Educational Psychologist, 23, 235–
286. 
Buchmann, C., DiPrete, T. A., & McDaniel, A. (2008). Gender inequalities in education. Annual 
Review of Sociology, 34, 319–337.  
Bunnell, R. E., Agaku, I. T., Arrazola, R. A., Apelberg, B. J., Caraballo, R. S., Corey, C. G., & 
King, B. A. (2014). Intentions to smoke cigarettes among never-smoking US middle and 
high school electronic cigarette users: National Youth Tobacco Survey, 2011–2013. 
Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 17(2), 228–235.  
Burke, A. (2015). Suspension, expulsion, and achievement of English learner students in six 
Oregon districts (REL 2015–094). U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education 
Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional 
Educational Laboratory Northwest. 
Carlson, B. R., & Davis, J. L. (1988). Demographic variables and recreational substance abuse 




Chen, J., & Zhang, L. (2013). Academic achievement: Predictors, learning strategies and 
influences of gender. Nova Science Publishers, Inc.  
Cholewa, B., Hull, M. F., Babcock, R., & Smith, A. D. (2018). Predictors and academic 
outcomes associated with in-school suspension. School Psychology Quarterly, 33(2), 
191–199.  
Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2003). Applied multiple regression/correlation 
analysis for the behavioral sciences (3rd ed.). Erlbaum. 
Coleman, J. S., Campbell, E. Q., Hobson, C. J., McPartland, J., Mood, A. M., Weinfeld, F. D., & 
York, R. L. (1966). Equality of educational opportunity. Government Printing Office.  
Costenbader, V. K., & Markson, S. (1994). School suspension: A survey of current policies and 
practices. NASSP Bulletin, 78, 103–107. 
Costenbader, V., & Markson, S. (1998). School suspension: A study with secondary school 
students. Journal of School Psychology, 36(1), 59–82. 
Dar, Y., Erhard, R., & Resh, N. (1998). Perceiving social cleavages and inequalities. Youth & 
Society, 30(1), 32–58. 
Duncan, G. J., Morris, P. A., & Rodrigues, C. (2011). Does money really matter? Estimating 
impacts of family income on young children’s achievement with data from random 
assignment experiments. Developmental Psychology, 47(5), 1263–1279.  
E-cigarette use triples among middle and high school students in just one year. (2015). CDC 
Press Releases. CDC. https://www.cdc.gov/media/releases/2015/p0416-E-cigarette-
use.html 





Ewing, C. P. (2000, January/February). Sensible zero tolerance protects students. Harvard 
Education Letter. http://www.edlettr.org/past/issues/2000-jf/zero.shtm 
Fixed effects models: Mgmt 469. (n.d.). 
http://www.jblumenstock.com/files/courses/econ174/FEModels.pdf 
Fry, R. (2007). How far behind in math and reading are English language learners? Pew 
Hispanic Center. 
Fry, R. (2008). The role of schools in the English language learner achievement gap. Pew 
Hispanic Center. 
Gallagher, C. J. (2003). Reconciling a tradition of testing with a new learning paradigm. 
Educational Psychology Review, 15(1), 83–99. 
Garcia, E. & Weiss, E. (2018). Student absenteeism: Who misses school and how missing school 
matters for performance. Economic Policy Institute. 
https://www.epi.org/publication/student-absenteeism-who-misses-school-and-how-
missing-school-matters-for-performance/ 
Ginsburg, C., & Demeranville, H. (1999). Sticks and stones: The jailing of mentally ill kids. The 
Nation.  
Gregory, A., & Weinstein, R. (2008). The discipline gap and African-Americans: Defiance or 
cooperation in the high school classroom. Journal of School Psychology, 46, 455–475. 
Gregory, A., Cornell, D., Fan, X., Sheras, P., Shih, T. H., & Huang, F. (2010). Authoritative 
school discipline: High school practices associated with lower bullying and victimization. 




Gregory, J. F. (1997). Three strikes and they’re out: African American boys and American 
schools’ responses to behavior. International Journal of Adolescence and Youth, 7, 25–
34. 
Gronna, S. S., Jenkins, A. A., & Chin-Chance, S. (1998). The performance of students with 
disabilities in a norm-referenced, statewide standardized testing program. Journal of 
Learning Disabilities, 31(5), 482–93.  
Grubb, W. N. (2008). Multiple resources, multiple outcomes: Testing the ―improved‖ school 
finance with NELS88. American Educational Research Journal, 45, 104–144. 
The History of Goals 2000. (n.d.) National Center for Home Education. 
https://hslda.org/content/docs/nche/000010/200209010.asp 
John W. Gardner Center for Youth and Their Communities. (2012). Collaborative approaches to 
reducing absenteeism among K–12 students. Stanford University. 
Jones, B., Jones, M., & Hargrove, T. (2003). The unintended consequences of high stakes testing. 
Rowman and Littlefield Publishers.  
Jones, V., & Jones, L. (2004). Comprehensive classroom management: Creating communities of 
support and solving problems (7th ed.). Pearson Education. 
Krezmien, M. P., Leone, P. E., & Achilles, G. M. (2006). Suspension, race, and disability: 
Analysis of state-wide practices and reporting. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral 
Disorders, 14, 217–226. 
Kupchik, A., & Ellis, N. (2008). School discipline and security: Fair for all students? Youth & 




Kuperminc, G. P., Leadbeater, B. J., & Blatt, S. J. (2001). School social climate and individual 
differences in vulnerability to psychopathology among middle school students. Journal of 
School Psychology, 39(2), 141–159.  
Lippman, L., Burns, S., & McArthur, E. (1996). Urban schools: The challenge of location and 
poverty (NCES 96-184). U.S. Department of Education Office of Educational Research 
and Improvement. htttp://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=96184 
Losen, D. J. (2015). Closing the school discipline gap: Equitably remedies for excessive 
exclusion. Teacher’s College, Columbia University.  
Losen, D. J., & Martinez, T. E. (2013). Out of school and off track: The overuse of suspension in 
American middle and high schools. The Civil Rights Project at UCLA, the Center for 
Civil Rights Remedies.  
Loveless, T. (2017). The 2017 Brown Center report on American education: How well are 
American students learning? Brown Center on Education Policy at Brookings. 
https://www.brookings.edu/multi-chapter-report/the-2017-brown-center-report-on-
american-education/ 
Madaus, G. F., Higgins, J., & Russell, M. K. (2009). The paradoxes of high stakes testing: How 
they affect students, their parents, teachers, principals, schools, and society. Information 
Age Publishing. 
Mansfield, W., & Farris, E. (1992). Office for Civil Rights survey redesign: A feasibility study. 
Westat, Inc. 
Maroun, J. (2018). The predictive power of out-of-school community and family level 




Algebra 1 and Grade 10 English Language Arts/Literacy (Publication No. 2506) 
[Doctoral dissertation, Seton Hall University]. Dissertations and Theses (ETDs). 
Mattison, E., & Aber, M. S. (2007). Closing the achievement gap: The association of racial 
climate with achievement and behavioral outcomes. American Journal of Community 
Psychology, 40(1), 1–12. 
Maxwell, S., Reynolds, K. J., Lee, E., Subasic, E., & Bromhead, D. (2017). The impact of school 
climate and school identification on academic achievement: Multilevel modeling with 
student and teacher data. Frontiers in Psychology, 8.  
McAndrews, T. (2001). Zero tolerance policies (ERIC digest number 146). ERIC Clearinghouse 
on Educational Management. 
McFadden, A. C., Marsh, G. E., Price, B. J., & Hwang, Y. (1992). A study of race and gender 
bias in the punishment of school children. Education and Treatment of Children, 15, 
140–146. 
Mendez, L. M., Knoff, H. M., & Ferron, J. M. (2002). School demographic variables and out of 
school suspension rates: A quantitative and qualitative analysis of a large, ethnically 
diverse school district. Psychology in the Schools, 39(3), 259–277. 
Miller, P., Votruba-Drzal, E., & Setodji, C. (2013). Family income and early achievement across 
the urban–rural continuum. Developmental Psychology, 49(8), 1452–1465.  
Morrissey, T. W., Hutchison, L., & Winsler, A. (2013). Family income, school attendance, and 
academic achievement in elementary school. Developmental Psychology, 50(3).  
Musgrave-Marquart, D., Bromley, S. P., & Dalley, M. B. (1997). Personality, academic 
attribution, and substance use as predictors of academic achievement in college students. 




National Center for Education Statistics. (n.d.). The NCES fast facts tool provides quick answers 
to many education questions. U.S. Department of Education. 
https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=49 
National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education. (2005). Income of U.S. workforce 
projected to decline if education doesn’t improve. Policy Alert. 
http://www.highereducation.org/reports/pa_decline/pa_decline.pdf#search=%22minoritie
s%22 
National Council of Teachers of English. (2008). English language learners (policy brief). 
https://secure.ncte.org/library/NCTEFiles/Resources/PolicyResearch/ELLResearchBrief.
pdf 
Neiman, S. (2011). Crime, violence, discipline, and safety in U.S. public schools: Findings from 
the school survey on crime and safety: 2009 –10 (NCES 2011–320). National Center for 
Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U. S. Department of Education. 
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ ED520120.pdf 
New Jersey School Performance Reports (2017–2018). The New Jersey Department of 
Education.  
Nichols, J. D., Ludwin, W.G., & Iadicola, P. (1999). A darker shade of gray: a year-end analysis 
of discipline and suspension data. Equity & Excellence in Education, 32, 43–55. 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, § 115, Stat. 1425 (2002).  
Noguera, P. A. (1995). Preventing and producing violence: A critical analysis of responses to 
school violence. Harvard Educational Review, 65, 189–212. 





Noltemeyer, A., & Mcloughlin, C. S. (2010). Patterns of exclusionary discipline by school 
typology, ethnicity, and their interaction. Penn GSE Perspectives on Urban Education, 
7(1), 27–40.  
PARCC Spring State Summary Report. (2017). State of New Jersey: Department of Education. 
https://www.nj.gov/education/schools/achievement/18/parcc/spring/Grade0308.pdf 
PARCC Spring State Summary Report. (2018). State of New Jersey: Department of Education. 
https://www.nj.gov/education/schools/achievement/18/parcc/spring/Grade0308.pdf 
Pas, E. T., Bradshaw, C. P., Hershfeldt, P. A., & Leaf, P. J. (2010). A multilevel exploration of 
the influence of teacher efficacy and burnout on response to student problem behavior 
and school-based service use. School Psychology Quarterly, 25, 13–27. 
doi:10.1037/a0018576 
Pearson. (2016). Final technical report for 2016 administration (Tech.). 
http://www.state.nj.us/education/assessment/district/PARCCTechReport16.pdf 
Powers, S., & Wagner, M. (1984). Attributions for school achievements of middle school 
students. Journal of Early Adolescence, 1, 215–222. 
Predictors of postsecondary success. (2013). American Institutes for Research.  
Rafa, A. (2018). Policy snapshot: Suspension and expulsion. Education Commission of the 
States.  
Raffaele Mendez, L. M. (2003). Predictors of suspension and negative school outcomes: A 
longitudinal investigation. In J. Wald & D. J. Losen (Eds.), New directions for youth 





Raffaele Mendez, L. M., & Knoff, H. M. (2003). Who gets suspended from school and why: A 
demographic analysis of schools and disciplinary infractions in a large school district. 
Education and Treatment of Children, 26(1), 30.  
Rausch, M. K., & Skiba, R. (2004). Unplanned outcomes: Suspensions and expulsions in 
Indiana. Education Policy Briefs, 2(2), 1–8. 
http://ceep.indiana.edu/projects/PDF/PB_V2N2_Unplanned Outcomes.pdf 
Rausch, M. K., & Skiba, R. (2005). The academic cost of discipline: The relationship between 
suspension/expulsion and school achievement. Center of Evaluation and Education 
Policy. 
Rausch, M. K., & Skiba, R. J. (2006). Exclusion is not the only alternative: The children left 
behind project. In A. Reyes (Ed.), Discipline, achievement, and race: Is zero tolerance 
the answer? (pp. 105–126). Rowman & Littlefield.  
Ravitch, D. (1998). A new era in urban education? (Policy brief). Brookings. 
https://www.brookings.edu/research/a-new-era-in-urban-education/ 
Reardon, S. F., Valentino, R. A., Kalogrides, D., Shores, K.A., & Greenberg, E. H. (2013). 
Patterns and trends in racial academic achievement gaps among states, 1999–2011. 
Stanford Center for Education Policy Analysis. https://cepa.stanford.edu/content/patterns-
and-trends-racial-academic-achievement-gaps-among-states-1999-2011 
Riser-Kositsky, M. (2019). Education statistics: Facts about American schools. Education Week. 
https://www.edweek.org/ew/issues/education-statistics/index.html 
Rockoff, J. E. & Lockwood, B. B. (2010). How and why middle schools harm student 




Romero, M. & Lee, Y. (2007). A national portrait of chronic absenteeism in the early grades. 
National Center for Children in Poverty: The Mailman School of Public Health at 
Columbia. 
Rosen, L. (1997). School discipline: Best practices for administration. Corwin Press.  
Sanchez, M. (2012). Truancy and chronic absence in Redwood City (Youth Data Archive Issue 
Brief). John W. Gardner Center for Youth and Their Communities.  
Scott, S. S. (1990). Coming to terms with the ―otherwise qualified‖ student with a learning 
disability. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 23, 398–405. 
Sedlak, A. J., & McPherson, K. (2010, April). Youth’s needs and services: Findings from the 
Survey of Youth in Residential Placement. Juvenile Justice Bulletin. U.S. Department of 
Justice Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/227728.pdf 
Shavelson, R. J., Linn, R. L., Baker, E. L, Ladd, H. F., Darling-Hammond, L., Shepard, L. A., 
Barton, P. E., Haertel, E., Ravitch, D., & Rothstein, R. (2010). Problems with the use of 
student test scores to evaluate teachers. Economic Policy Institute. 
https://www.epi.org/publication/bp278/ 
Shirley, E. L. M., & Cornell, D. G. (2012). The contribution of student perceptions of school 
climate to understanding the disproportionate punishment of African American students 
in a middle school. School Psychology International, 33(2), 115–134. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034311406815 
Shollenberger, T. L. (2013). Racial disparities in school suspension and subsequent outcomes: 




Sirin, S. R. (2005). Socioeconomic status and academic achievement: A meta-analytic review of 
research. Review of Educational Research, 75(3), 417–453. 
Skiba, R. J., Arredondo, M. I., & Williams, N. T. (2014). More than a metaphor: The 
contribution of exclusionary discipline to a school-to-prison pipeline. Equity and 
Excellence in Education, 47, 546–564. 
Skiba, R. J., Horner, R. H., Chung, C.-G., Rausch, K., May, S., & Tobin, T. (2011). Race is not 
neutral: A national investigation of African American and Latino disproportionality in 
school discipline. School Psychology Review, 40, 85–107. 
Skiba, R., & Peterson, R. (1999). The dark side of zero tolerance: Can punishment lead to safe 
schools? The Phi Delta Kappan, 80(5), 372–382.  
Skiba, R., Peterson, R., & Williams, T. (1997). Office referrals and suspension: disciplinary 
intervention in middle schools. Education and Treatment of Children, 20(3), 295–315.  
Snyder, T., & Hoffman, C. (2001). Digest of education statistics, 2000 (NCES 2001-034). 
National Center for Education Statistics. https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2001/2001034.pdf 
State of New Jersey Department of Education. (2016). Historical context: Overview of New 
Jersey’s statewide testing program. 
https://www.nj.gov/education/assessment/history.shtml  
State of New Jersey Department of Education. (2017). Commissioner’s annual report to the 
education committees of the Senate and General Assembly on violence, vandalism and 





Strom, I. F., Thoresen, S., Wentzel-Larsen, T., & Dyb, G. (2013). Violence, bullying and 
academic achievement: A study of 15-year-old adolescents and their school environment. 
Child Abuse & Neglect, 37(4), 243–251.  
Stuart-Cassel, V., Bell, A., & Springer, J. (2011). Analysis of state bullying laws and policies. 
U.S. Department of Education: Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development.  
Sullivan, A. L., Klingbeil, D., & Van Norman, E. (2013). Beyond behavior: Multilevel analysis 
of the influence of sociodemographics and school characteristics on students’ risk of 
suspension. School Psychology Review, 47, 99–114. 
Teasley M. L. (2004). Absenteeism and truancy: Risk, protection, and best practice implications 
for school social workers. Children & Schools, 26(2), 117–128.  
Thorndike, R. M., & Lohman, D. F. (1990). A century of ability testing. Riverside Publishing 
Company. 
Tienken, C. H., & Orlich, D. C. (2013). The school reform landscape: Fraud, myth, and lies. 
Rowman & Littlefield Education.  
Tienken, C. H., Colella, A., Angelillo, C., Fox, M., Mccahill, K. R., & Wolfe, A. (2016). 
Predicting middle level state standardized test results using family and community 
demographic data. RMLE Online, 40(1), 1–13.  
Toscano, M. (2013). The Common Core: Far from home. Academic Questions, 26(4), 411–428. 
doi:10.1007/s12129-013-9389-9 
Townsend, B. (2000). Disproportionate discipline of African American children and youth: 
Culturally-responsive strategies for reducing school suspensions and expulsions. 




Tygart, C. (1987). Public school vandalism. Urban Education, 22(2), 154–171. 
doi:10.1177/004208598702200202 
U.S. Census Bureau. (2010). Urban and rural classifications. 
https://www2.census.gov/geo/pdfs/reference/GARM/Ch12GARM.pdf 
U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights. (2018). 2015-2016 civil rights data 
collection school climate and safety. 
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/school-climate-and-safety.pdf 
U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights. (2014). Civil rights data collection. Data 
snapshot: School discipline (Issue Brief No. 1). 
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/crdc-discipline-snapshot.pdf 
U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights. (2018). Civil rights data collection. Data 
snapshot: School discipline (Issue Brief No. 1). 
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/school-climate-and-safety.pdf  
Wang, M., & Degol, J. L. (2015). School climate: A review of the construct, measurement, and 
impact on student outcomes. Educational Psychology Review. doi:10.1007/s10648-015-
9319-1 
Watkins, N. D., & Aber, M. S. (2009). Exploring the relationships among race, class, gender, and 
middle school students’ perceptions of school racial climate. Equity & Excellence in 
Education, 42(4), 395–411. 
Wheelock, A., & Dorman, G. (1988). Before it’s too late: Dropout prevention in the middle 
grades. Center for Early Adolescence. 
White, G. W., Stepney, C. T., Hatchimonji, D. R., Moceri, D. C., Linsky, A. V., Reyes-Portillo, 




standardized academic test scores across elementary, middle, and high school. American 
Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 86(1), 10–23. https://doi.org/10.1037/ort0000122 
Wong, C. A., Eccles, J. S., & Sameroff, A. (2003). The influence of ethnic discrimination and 
ethnic identification on African American adolescents’ school and socioemotional 
adjustment. Journal of Personality, 71, 1197–1232. 
Zakrzewski, V. (2012). The misunderstood middle schooler. Greater Good. 
https://greatergood.berkeley.edu/article/item/the_misunderstood_middle_schooler 
Zullig, K. J., Koopman, T. M., Patton, J. M., & Ubbes, V. A. (2010). School climate: Historical 
review, instrument development, and school assessment. Journal of Psychoeducational 
Assessment, 28(2), 139–152. 
 
 
 
 
